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C1-1 The County appreciates and acknowledges the comments in this letter and 
understands that the Sponsor Group supports the land use densities of the 
Environmentally Superior Map alternative.  This information will be considered by the 
Board of Supervisors prior to approval of the project.  

 
C1-2 The County appreciates and acknowledges the comments in this letter and 

understands that the Sponsor Group supports the land use densities of the 
Environmentally Superior Map.  This information will be considered by the Board of 
Supervisors prior to approval of the project.  A separate review of the properties is 
not needed since Appendix L provides evaluations of the referral properties based on 
Guiding Principles.  

 
C1-3 The County appreciates this updated information regarding the ownership of parcels 

evaluated in BO1 of the Project Alternatives Areas of Difference Report (Appendix L 
of the DEIR).  The County is coordinating with CALTRANS regarding the appropriate 
land use designation for these properties.  Since ownership information was not 
included in the DEIR for this Area of Difference, no changes to the text were 
necessary. 

 
C1-4 The County appreciates this updated information regarding the ownership of parcels 

evaluated in BO2 of the Project Alternatives Areas of Difference Report (Appendix L 
of the DEIR).  The County has confirmed that the westernmost parcels in this area 
are owned by the State of California and is coordinating with CALTRANS regarding 
the appropriate land use designation for these properties.  Since ownership 
information was not included in the DEIR for this Area of Difference, no changes to 
the document were necessary. 

 
C1-5 The County appreciates and acknowledges this information regarding Section BO3 

of the Project Alternatives Areas of Difference Report (Appendix L of the DEIR).  The 
information in this comment will be in the Final EIR for review and consideration by 
the County Board of Supervisors prior to making a decision on the project.  Since this 
information is not at variance with the existing content of the DEIR, no changes to 
the document were necessary. 

 
C1-6 The County appreciates this comment.  Although the comment is labeled as BO3, 

the name Palisades and the discussion appears to be related to BO4 of the Project 
Alternatives Areas of Difference Report (Appendix L of the DEIR).  The information in 
this comment will be in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County 
Board of Supervisors prior to making a decision on the project.  Since this 
information is not at variance with the existing content of the DEIR, no changes to 
the document were necessary. 

 
C1-7 The County appreciates and acknowledges this comment.  Although the comment is 

labeled as BO4, the discussion appears to be related to BO5 of the Project 
Alternatives Areas of Difference Report (Appendix L of the DEIR).  Pursuant to this 
comment, the County has changed the Context section of BO5 by replacing "open 
space" with "public lands owned by the City of Oceanside and the San Diego Water 
Authority.”    
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C1-8 The County appreciates this comment regarding BO4 and BO5 of the Project 
Alternatives Areas of Difference Report (Appendix L of the DEIR).  It appears that the 
information in this comment is not at variance with the existing content of the DEIR; 
therefore, no revisions were made to the DEIR. 

 
C1-9 The County appreciates this comment regarding BO6 of the Project Alternatives 

Areas of Difference Report (Appendix L of the DEIR).  The information in this 
comment will be in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of 
Supervisors prior to making a decision on the project.  Since this information is not at 
variance with the existing content of the DEIR, no changes to the document were 
necessary. 

 
C1-10 The County appreciates this comment regarding BO7 of the Project Alternatives 

Areas of Difference Report (Appendix L of the DEIR).  The comment is not at 
variance with the existing content of the DEIR. 

 
C1-11 The County appreciates this comment regarding BO8 of the Project Alternatives 

Areas of Difference Report (Appendix L of the DEIR).  The comment is not at 
variance with the existing content of the DEIR.  

 
C1-12 The County appreciates this comment regarding BO9 of the Project Alternatives 

Areas of Difference Report (Appendix L of the DEIR).  The comment is not at 
variance with the existing content of the DEIR. 

 
C1-13 The County appreciates this comment regarding BO10 of the Project Alternatives 

Areas of Difference Report (Appendix L of the DEIR).  The comment is not at 
variance with the existing content of the DEIR. 

 
C1-14 The County appreciates this comment regarding BO11 of the Project Alternatives 

Areas of Difference Report (Appendix L of the DEIR).  The comment is not at 
variance with the existing content of the DEIR. 

 
C1-15 The County appreciates this comment regarding BO12 of the Project Alternatives 

Areas of Difference Report (Appendix L of the DEIR).  In addition, the County 
acknowledges the recommendation to designate this property Semi-Rural 2.  The 
information in this comment will be in the Final EIR for review and consideration by 
the County Board of Supervisors prior to making a decision on the project.   

 
C1-16 The County appreciates your comments but does not feel it necessary to add, "must 

comply with the Zoning and Community Plan” as this is the legal requirement for 
approval of projects. 

 
C1-17 The County does not agree with this comment.  Policy LU-6.3 includes the provision 

that conservation-oriented project design also achieve compatibility with community 
character.  In addition, the referenced section of the DEIR (Section 2.9.3.2 related to 
Conflicts with Land Use Plans, Policies, and Regulations) does not apply to potential 
conflicts with community plans, as suggested by this comment.  Community plans 
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are a component of the project itself.  The County has reviewed all internal 
documents within the General Plan Update and has not identified such a conflict.  

 
C1-18 The County does not agree with this comment.  The County finds that development 

is sometimes compatible with agricultural uses, as reflected in Policy LU-7.2.  
Therefore, no changes were made to the documents in response to this comment. 

 
C1-19 Policy LU-10.1 applies to Semi-Rural areas.  The County does not agree that this is 

infeasible or that it would affect rural agricultural lands.  Moreover, the policy is 
broadly applied to neighborhoods and would be applied on a larger community scale.  
As such, it would not result in “spot implementation.”  

 
C1-20 The County does not agree that Twin Oaks Valley Road does not belong on the 

Circulation Element network.  Twin Oaks Valley Road (SC 1170) was included on the 
road network presented to the Board in August 2006.  Under the existing Circulation 
Element (CE), Twin Oaks Valley Road is classified as a Rural Light Collector.  Table 
5.3 of DEIR Appendix G identifies road segments with deficient level of service 
(LOS).  The projection of 12,000 average daily trips on the road is based on the 
assumption that the Existing General Plan land use map and CE road network are 
fully built-out.  

 
C1-21 As with the comment above, the County does not agree that Twin Oaks Valley Road 

does not belong on the CE network.  This road was included in the network 
presented to the Board in August 2006 (refer to the CE road network attachment 
submitted with the comment letter).  

 
C1-22 The County concurs with this comment and has added Dentor de Lomas Road to the 

table accompanying Figure M-A-2 in the Mobility Element Appendix.  
 
C1-23 The County appreciates and acknowledges this comment.  It is understood that the 

subsequent comments focus on the overriding issues.  
 
C1-24 The County acknowledges this comment but does not agree that the current 

approach for planning in the unincorporated should be changed so as to avoid 
development west of the County Water Authority boundary.  Issues regarding 
adequate roads, water supply, wastewater treatment, and other services and 
infrastructure have been analyzed in the draft Environmental Impact Report.  

 
C1-25 The County acknowledges this comment, including the concerns expressed on the 

ability to provide affordable housing in the unincorporated County.  The constraints to 
providing affordable housing are more fully explained in the Policy Framework 
section of the Housing Element. 

 
C1-26 The terms "Rural" and Semi-Rural" are defined in the Semi-Rural/Rural Lands 

section of the Land Use Element.  The character of development for a community is 
largely based on the densities indicated on its land use map.  The General Plan 
Update land use maps for Bonsall reflect that nearly all of the community would 



Response to Comments 

 

Responses to Letter C 1, Bonsall Community Sponsor Group (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page C1-22 
October 2010 

retain Semi-Rural and Rural densities that range from Semi-Rural-2 through Rural 
Lands 40.    

 
C1-27 The County acknowledges this comment regarding clustering and conservation 

subdivisions.  The County has worked closely with community planning groups to 
ensure that community character concerns are addressed during conservation 
subdivision design.  It should also be noted that the opinions expressed in this 
comment will be in the final documents for review and consideration by the County 
Board of Supervisors prior to making a decision on the project.   

 
C1-28 The County appreciates the comment but does not agree.  The meaning of 

“unimproved” is reinforced by the context and is a term used in other County 
planning regulations.  

 
C1-29 The County appreciates this comment.  The protection of nature preserves from 

excessive noise levels is addressed in Table N-1 of the Noise Element.  
 
C1-30 The County appreciates this comment but does not agree that the change is 

necessary.   
 
C1-31 The County does not agree that a policy should be included in more than one 

location.  As such, Policy COS-1.2 was maintained only in the Conservation and 
Open Space Element.   

 
C1-32 The County appreciates this comment.  It is preferred that Policies COS-1.6 and 

COS-1.7 be kept together as they relate to a preserve system, with COS-1.7 
supporting the previous policy.  

 
C1-33 The County appreciates the comment but does not agree it necessary to revise the 

policy to include inside preserves since this is already addressed in Policy COS-1.1.  
 
C1-34 In the Conservation and Open Space Element, under Water Resources, the new 

paragraph has been added, along with the recommended text as follows: 
 
 "The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California imports water from the 

Colorado River and Northern California.  This water is distributed to water purveyors 
in San Diego County."  

 
C1-35 The County appreciates the comments and has revised Policy COS-4.3 to add the 

following recommended text: 
 
 "or other problems."  
 
C1-36 The County appreciates the comments but does not agree that "discouraging sale of 

invasive plants" is within the purview of the County’s General Plan. 
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C1-37 The County appreciates the comments, but does not feel it is necessary to add dates 
within the paragraph as the dates are provided in the footnotes.  In addition, a date 
has been added to the last footnote as recommended.  

 
C1-38 The County appreciates the comment and has replaced "and" with "but" in the 

Conservation and Open Space Element, under Agricultural Resources (third 
paragraph), as recommended. 

 
C1-39 The commenter is referencing a general statement in the Conservation and Open 

Space Element that is not intended to address where aggregate extraction will be 
permitted.    

 
C1-40 The County appreciates this comment, but does not agree that it is necessary to add 

"and the local economy" to the referenced sentence in the Conservation and Open 
Space Element.  

 
C1-41 The County appreciates this comment, but does not agree that it is necessary to add 

"some" to the referenced sentence provided with Policy COS-6.4. 
 
C1-42 The County appreciates this comment, but does not agree it is necessary to replace 

"watersheds" with "water resources” in Policy COS-6.5. 
 
C1-43 The County appreciates the comment, and concurs that proposed legislation would 

increase recycling rates to 75 percent.  The County continues to monitor the status of 
the legislation.  The last sentence of the policy has been revised pursuant to this 
comment as follows: 

 
"Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and future landfill capacity needs through 
reduction, reuse, or recycling of all types of solid waste that is generated.  Divert 
solid waste from landfills in compliance with the California Integrated Waste 
Management Act (AB 939) that requires each local jurisdiction in the state to divert at 
least 50 percent of its solid waste from being placed into landfills State law."  

 
C1-44 It appears that the comment was referring to policy COS-17.6, rather than Policy 

COS-17.5.  The County appreciates the comment but does not agree that the added 
specificity is appropriate for the General Plan. 

 
C1-45 The County appreciates this comment regarding sustainable water supply and gray 

water use in the Conservation and Open Space Element.  However, the County finds 
that the policy should be more general and that the recommended specificity should 
be addressed within implementing ordinances rather than as a General Plan goal. 

 
C1-46 The County appreciates the comment and has replaced "MSCP" with the more 

applicable term "inter-connected preserve system" and referenced Goal COS-1.  
 
C1-47 The County appreciates the comment, but does not agree that the word "size" should 

be changed to "acreage.”   
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C1-48 The County agrees with this comment.  The referenced sentence in the Conservation 
and Open Space Element has been revised to state "recreational services" as 
recommended.  

 
C1-49 The County agrees with this comment.  Policy COS-23.1 has been revised and 

"(where allowed)" has been added after "cultural,” as recommended. 
 
C1-50 The County agrees with this comment.  Under Open Space/Conservation of the 

"Relationship to the Other General Plan Elements" section of the Noise Element, the 
text has been changed as follows: 

 
 "Excessive noise can adversely affect biological resources, along with the 

enjoyment...." and "...noise levels are considered in the planning of habitat 
conservation areas and new ..."   

 
C1-51 The County agrees with this comment.  The order of the last two paragraphs under 

"Nontransportation Noise Sources" in the Noise Element has been changed as 
recommended.  

 
C1-52 The County appreciates the comment and the concern.  However, the County does 

not agree that additional land uses should be categorized as noise-sensitive land 
uses.  

 
C1-53 The County reviewed the text for Noise Element Policy N-4.8 and added the word 

“at-” between “existing” and “grade” to reflect the intent to address noise issues 
where rail lines cross roadways at-grade.  

 
C1-54 The County is unable to determine where the error occurs based on the comment 

provided.  The referenced section of the Safety Element has been spell-checked and 
no errors have been identified.  

 
C1-55 The County made the following revision in the Safety Element based on this 

comment: 
 
“The plan addresses short and long-term restoration plans for communities impacted 
by disaster, including issues likesuch as: debris removal, coordination of financial 
assistance and housing, economic recovery, and measures to reduce or eliminate 
the effects of future incidents.”  

 
C1-56 The County agrees with this comment.  Policy S-2.5 has been revised to change 

"area" to "are.”  
 
C1-57 The County appreciates the comment, but does not agree that it is necessary to 

change the language in Policy S-9.2.  The more specific language recommended by 
this comment is more appropriate within a community plan and/or implementing 
ordinance.  

 



Response to Comments 

 

Responses to Letter C 1, Bonsall Community Sponsor Group (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page C1-25 
October 2010 

C1-58 The County appreciates this comment.  Additional road planning is included under 
two Implementation Plan measures, which will both involve coordination with 
community planning and sponsor groups.  These include 4.2.1.C Local Public Road 
Networks and 4.2.4.A Community Emergency Evacuation Routes.  

 
C1-59 Concurrent with the General Plan and Implementation Plan being presented to the 

County Supervisors for adoption, proposed Zoning Ordinance revisions to make it 
consistent with the General Plan Update will also be included.  Subsequent to 
adoption of the General Plan Update, more comprehensive Zoning Ordinance 
revisions will take place in accordance with the Implementation Plan.   

 
C1-60 The County appreciates this concern, though it is not clear what is meant by “request 

of property owners to increase density.”  To establish and maintain greenbelts 
between communities is an objective of the General Plan Community Development 
Model that the County sees as achievable.  The comment appears to be addressing 
a particular situation, while measure 2.2.1.A is speaking in general terms.  

 
C1-61 The County acknowledges and concurs with this comment.  The need to update 

community design guidelines should be addressed in each individual community 
plan.  

 
C1-62 The County appreciates this concern.  However, dark skies policies are not 

necessarily in conflict with the County’s process for establishing Landscape and 
Lighting Maintenance Districts.  The implementation measures addressed in this 
document are general in nature and more specific provisions will be included when 
they are implemented.   

 
C1-63 The General Plan Amendment and Subdivision Ordinance measures are referenced 

in the General Infrastructure section of the Implementation Plan because they are 
related to the need and timing for the provision of infrastructure.  Each measure is 
included in the Implementation Plan only once, however, references to the measure 
may be repeated throughout when pertinent to a particular subject area.  

 
C1-64 Measure 2.4.3.B Wastewater Facilities for New Development was included in the 

Implementation Plan because it is also a DEIR mitigation measure (USS-1.2), and all 
DEIR mitigation measures have been included in the Implementation Plan for 
documentation and tracking.  The specifics for the regulatory requirements for 
locating small wastewater treatment facilities will not be determined until the time 
when Board Policy I-78 is revised.  

 
C1-65 The changes to the current methods of regulating conventional and alternative 

wastewater treatment systems proposed by Implementation Plan measure 2.4.3.D 
On-Site Wastewater Treatment Systems will be determined when the regulations are 
actually developed and after coordination with the State Water Resources Control 
Board and County Department of Environmental Health.   
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C1-66 The County appreciates this comment.  Implementation Plan measure 2.4.4.A was 
incorrect.  The phrase “submission requirements and” has been removed from this 
measure.  

 
C1-67 This comment relates to measure 2.4.4.B of the Implementation Plan.  The inclusion 

of community-level siting criteria for telecommunications facilities will be up to each 
individual community planning and sponsor group.  

 
C1-68 The County appreciates this comment regarding Implementation Plan measure 

3.1.1.C.  The Bonsall Sponsor Group's desire for a special area designator for 
agriculture is best addressed in the Bonsall community plan rather than in the Zoning 
Ordinance.  

 
C1-69 The County appreciates this information.  No changes were made to the documents 

and no further response is required.  
 
C1-70 The text of Implementation Plan measure 3.1.3.A has been revised by replacing 

"Modify the Zoning Ordinance, the Noise Ordinance, design guidelines and other 
ordinances" with "Evaluate and determine if changes are necessary to zoning on 
specific multi-family sites and/or to County ordinances…”.  In addition, the following 
was added at the end of the measure text: 

  
 "in town centers as specified in community plans". 
 
C1-71 Implementation Plan measure 3.1.4.A has been revised as follows: 
 
 “Decouple Minimum Lot Size from Density.  Revise the Zoning Ordinance and 

Subdivision Ordinance to decouple minimum eliminate the connection between lot 
size, building type, from and density requirements, which will permit smaller lots 
when allowed by the Zoning Ordinance and applicable Community Plan.  Zoning 
changes will be coordinated through community planning groups.”  

 
C1-72 Implementation Plan measure 3.1.4.B has been revised to include the following 

sentence:  "This process will be coordinated through community planning and 
sponsor groups."  

 
C1-73 The County does not agree with this comment; therefore, no changes have been 

made to the Implementation Plan. The draft guidelines addressed by Implementation 
Plan measure 3.1.4.C are included in the Conservation Subdivision Program.   

 
C1-74 Implementation Plan measure 3.1.5.C has been revised to “implement” section 

6156.x of the Zoning Ordinance as recently revised, rather than to “revise” the 
Zoning Ordinance since this measure has already been adopted by the County 
Board of Supervisors.  

 
C1-75 The County does not agree with this comment; therefore, changes were not made to 

Implementation Plan measure 3.1.6.A.   
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C1-76 The County acknowledges the comment but notes that current state and local laws 
already promote the conversion of mobilehome parks to resident ownership.  The 
Subdivision Map Act, at Government Code section 66428.1, sets forth procedures for 
resident initiated mobilehome park conversions.  County Code section 81.517 and 
Zoning Ordinance section 6549 also address the requirements for a mobilehome 
park conversion.  The proposed Zoning Ordinance changes are consistent with 
current law authorizing the subdivision of existing spaces within a mobilehome park 
to resident ownership. 
 

C1-77 CEQA provides a categorical exemption for in-fill development.  The guidelines 
referred to in Implementation Plan measure 3.4.7.F would be developed when the 
measure is implemented. 

 
C1-78 The product of Implementation Plan measure 3.4.7.G would benefit any permit 

applicants.  However, the process to prepare such regulatory revisions requires input 
from stakeholders.  The collaboration noted in the measure would be open to 
individuals who regularly apply for development permits from the County. 

 
C1-79 Community Specific Design Guidelines are addressed by measure 1.2.2.D and the 

implementation of this measure is subject to County resources and funds being 
available. 

 
C1-80 The County appreciates specific guidelines provided by the Bonsall Community 

Sponsor Group.  While Implementation Plan measure 4.1.2.A is not intended to 
apply to all communities, the community guidelines will be helpful in reducing vehicle 
miles for areas where infrastructure and services are available.  

 
C1-81 The County appreciates the comment.  Implementation Plan measure 4.2.1.C will be 

implemented as staff resources and funds become available.  The intent of this 
measure is to reserve right-of-way for the local public road network, similar to how 
the right-of-way is currently reserved for the Circulation Element network, to ensure 
communities develop well connected road networks.  

 
C1-82 This comment appears to be referring to Implementation Plan Measure 4.2.4.A, Fire 

Access Roads, rather than 4.2.2.A, Complete Streets.  Measure 4.2.4.A has been 
revised replacing "fire access roads" with "emergency evacuation routes.”  These 
roads would have a different purpose than fire access roads as they are intended as 
escape routes in the event of an emergency, rather than a means into a community 
for fire service providers.  

 
C1-83 The County appreciates this comment but does not agree that fire protection plans 

will be necessary for every project.  There are numerous development projects in the 
County that are located in urban areas and do not have potential hazards from 
wildland fires.  

 
C1-84 Implementation Plan measure 4.3.1.B is intended to expand the criteria for 

evaluating a project to include adverse effects when a project provides either too little 
or too much parking.  
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C1-85 The County appreciates this comment and finds that the Conservation Subdivision 
Program has been sufficiently revised to address community concerns.  

 
C1-86 The County appreciates this comment; however, it does not agree that the 

Landscape Ordinance proposed by Implementation Plan measure 5.2.2.A 
overreaches the County's purview as it is intended to comply with forthcoming State 
regulations and is based on the model ordinance developed by the State. 

 
C1-87 The County appreciates the comment but does not agree that the revision does not 

include planning related to fire, as Implementation Plan measure 5.2.3.F is intended 
to comprehensively review and revise procedures for hillside development.  

 
C1-88 The County does not intend to allow extractive mining operations without protecting 

the communities and environment.  The determination of need for an EIR cannot be 
made until a specific mining project is proposed.  The Surface Mining Permit will 
require findings that are more specific to mining operations and consistent with State 
mining regulations.  The following has been added to Implementation Plan measure 
5.4.2.C: 

 
 "The Surface Mining Permit, which is appealable to the Board of Supervisors, will 

require the full footprint of the operations to be specified, along with a detailed 
operations plan to ensure impacts to the environment and community are 
addressed." 

 
C1-89 The County appreciates this comment, but does not find it necessary to revise 

Implementation Plan measure 5.9.1.G to specifically address “fire” in the review.  It 
should be noted that fire-related issues will be considered along with other planning 
issues during implementation of the measure.   

 
C1-90 The intention of Implementation Plan measure 5.9.2.B is to review the current design 

review process and to recommend how this process can be improved upon.  Public 
input and community review will be sought when this measure is developed.  

 
C1-91 This comment appears to be referring to the data that was provided to the sponsor 

group for the preparation of the Community Plan.  The County acknowledges that the 
Old Bonsall Schoolhouse is of historic significance to the Bonsall community and has 
recognized the building as an historic resource to be preserved in Policy COS-1.6.3 
of the Community Plan.  However, the historic sites data provided to the sponsor 
group for preparation of their Community Plan identified sites that are designated as 
significant by the State, which does not include the Old Bonsall Schoolhouse.  

 
C1-92 The comment appears to be referring to data cited in the community plan preparation 

effort.  The County has used updated data in the preparation of the General Plan 
Update and DEIR.  The concerns listed in the comment will be forwarded to 
SANDAG for consideration.  
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C2-1 The County appreciates and acknowledges the comments, but does not agree that 
conservation subdivision policies should not be applied to rural communities such as 
Boulevard.  Concerns such as groundwater constraints are primarily addressed by 
limiting the ability to subdivide through low density designations on the Land Use 
Map.  The conservation subdivision program alone is not intended to serve as the 
basis for determining appropriate lot size; other considerations would include the 
availability of water, other services, and community character.  

 
C2-2 The County appreciates this comment, but does not agree that conservation 

subdivisions are inappropriate in rural communities.  Concerns such as groundwater 
constraints are primarily addressed by limiting the ability to subdivide through low 
density designations on the Land Use Map.  The conservation subdivision program 
alone is not intended to serve as the basis for determining appropriate lot size; other 
considerations would include the availability of water, other services, and community 
character.  

 
C2-3 The County acknowledges that utility lines should be placed underground, as 

required by Board Policies I-92 Undergrounding of Utilities and J-17 Undergrounding 
of Existing Overhead Utility Facilities.  However, SDG&E is ultimately responsible for 
the maintenance and undergrounding of existing utilities.  While the County has 
policies and procedures for undergrounding of overhead utility facilities in established 
Underground Utility Districts, it is ultimately the responsibility of SDG&E to fund and 
actually underground said facilities.  As such, the request is outside the direct control 
of the County.  Also, the County supports energy conservation, efficiency, and low 
impact energy projects in the draft General Plan, which encourages development 
projects that conserve energy and use alternate sources of energy.  Examples of 
such policies include COS-14.3 Sustainable Development, COS-14.6 Solar Access 
for Infill Development, and COS-14.7 Alternate Energy Sources for Development 
Projects.  Therefore, no changes to the draft General Plan have been made as a 
result of this comment. 

 
C2-4 The County acknowledges this comment.  Please refer to response to comment 

C2-3 above.  
 
C2-5 Please refer to response to comment C2-3 above.  
 
C2-6 The County appreciates this comment, but does not agree that a reduction in parcel 

size should not apply outside the County Water Authority boundary.  Concerns such 
as groundwater constraints are primarily addressed by limiting the ability to subdivide 
through low density designations on the Land Use Map.  The determination of an 
appropriate lot size would be based on considerations such as the type of agriculture 
being preserved, the availability of water and other services, and community 
character.  

 
C2-7 The County appreciates the comments supporting energy efficiency and the use of 

sustainable resources.  
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C2-8 The County appreciates and acknowledges this comment, but does not agree.  
Please refer to response to comment C2-1 above. 

 
C2-9 The County appreciates this comment, but does not agree that Policy S-15.4 should 

be revised.  The proximity of residential areas to airstrips is already considered by 
the policy because airstrips must be "compatible with surrounding established and 
planned land uses.”  

 
C2-10 The County appreciates this comment, but does not feel that changes are necessary 

as this policy is under General Plan Update Goal LU-11, which concerns 
commercial, office, and industrial development.  Moreover, Federal and State lands 
are outside the jurisdiction and authority of the County of San Diego. 

 
C2-11 The County appreciates the comment, but does not agree that policy COS-4.2 

should include “fire-resistant” plants.  Although the County understands the concern, 
this issue is addressed within County landscape regulations.  In addition, Policy 
S-3.3, in the draft General Plan Update Safety Element requires minimizing 
flammable vegetation in development.   

 
 The County concurs that permeable pavement can be an effective measure, and it is 

encouraged as one of several tools within the County’s low impact development 
guidelines and addressed by Policy COS-5.2.  

 
C2-12 In response to this comment, the County has changed the second bullet point in 

Policy LU-8.2 to read as follows:  
 
 “In areas without current overdraft groundwater conditions, prohibitevaluate new 

groundwater dependent development to assure a sustainable long-term supply of 
groundwater is available that will not adversely impact existing groundwater 
userswhere overdraft conditions are foreseeable.”   

 
 This will occur by applying the County Groundwater Ordinance, the County 

Guidelines for Determining Significance – Groundwater Resources, and other 
applicable regulations to future groundwater dependent development projects.  

 
C2-13 Policy LU-2.7 has been amended to require measures that also minimize "excessive 

vibrations,” as recommended.    
 
C2-14 The County appreciates this information and intends to use it as a resource when 

reviewing specific development projects.  However, changes to Policy N-2.1 are not 
necessary at this time.   

 
C2-15 The County agrees with this comment and is in the initial stages of preparing specific 

regulations to address wind turbine projects.  No changes to Policy N-6.1 were 
necessary since this issue would be covered under the existing policy language. 

 
C2-16 The County appreciates this comment, but does not agree.  Please refer to response 

to comment C2-9 above.  
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C2-17 The County appreciates this comment, but does not agree that the policy should be 
revised.  While Policy LU-6.10 is general in terms of assigning land uses in high 
hazard areas, the comment provides a level of specificity beyond what is addressed 
in the policy.  The concerns expressed in the comment would be addressed during 
the implementation of the policy.   

 
C2-18 The County appreciates this comment, but does not agree that the policy should be 

revised.  While Policy LU-12.3 is general, the comment provides a level of specificity 
beyond what is addressed in this policy.   

 
C2-19 The County does not agree that Policy S-6.2 Fire Protection for Multi-Story 

Development applies to wind turbines.  This policy was intended for habitable 
structures.  The following policy has been added to the General Plan Update 
Conservation and Open Space Element to address maintenance of wind turbines to 
minimize fire risk: 

 
 "Policy COS-18.3 Maintenance of Alternate Energy Systems.  Require alternative 

energy system operators to properly design and maintain these systems to minimize 
adverse impacts to the environment."  

 
C2-20 The County appreciates the comment and concern but does not agree that the policy 

should be revised.  Policy S-6.3 is meant to address fire and emergency medical 
services.  Energy infrastructure funding is established by other agencies.    

 
C2-21 The County appreciates this comment.  Policy COS-4.1 was written to be an 

umbrella for any conservation practices that conserve groundwater including gray 
water. 

 
 The County does not agree that policy COS-4.4 needs to be revised.  Gas stations 

are one example of an essential service needed in the backcountry in which there is 
a high potential to contaminate groundwater.  This policy requires such uses to take 
appropriate measures to protect water supply sources.  

 
C2-22 The County appreciates the comment, and concurs that proposed legislation would 

increase recycling rates to 75 percent.  County staff continues to monitor the status 
of the legislation.  The last sentence of Policy COS-17.1 has been revised to state 
"Divert solid waste from landfills in compliance with State Law," which recognizes 
that State requirements for diversion may increase in the future. 

 
C2-23 The County appreciates the comment, but does not agree that Policy COS-14.7 

should be revised.  The policy is general in terms of the alternative energy sources.  
Concerns for the type and scale of alternative energy sources would be addressed 
as the policy is implemented on a project-by-project basis.     

 
C2-24 The County appreciates the comment supporting Policies COS-15.1 through 

COS-15.5 and energy efficiency programs and the use of sustainable resources.  
 
C2-25 Please refer to response to comment C2-22 above. 
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C2-26 The County appreciates this comment and the concerns expressed with the design 
review process.  The purpose of mitigation measure Aes-1.4 is to address concerns 
by improving the design review process.  

 
C2-27 The County appreciates the comment and show of support for mitigation measure 

Aes-1.6.  
 
C2-28 The County acknowledges the concerns expressed for preserving the unique boulder 

formations in Boulevard and Jacumba.  Policies COS-9.2 and LU-6.6 are included in 
the draft General Plan to protect these resources.  However, the County does not 
agree that impacts to these resources would be significant pursuant to CEQA. 

 
C2-29 The County acknowledges the concerns expressed over the use of chemical weed 

abatement and its potential to contaminate groundwater.  Mitigation measure Haz-
4.2 would implement "environmentally sensitive brush management measures.”  It 
should be noted that use of chemicals is seldom proposed during project review.   

 
C2-30 The eye gnat situation in Jacumba is being addressed by the County Vector Control 

Program (Department of Environmental Health) in a cooperative effort that includes 
the farm operator, the community, and experts from the University of California and 
the County Department of Agriculture Weights and Measures.    

 
 Eye gnat conditions in Jacumba are not a General Plan Update issue.  General Plan 

Update goals and policies discussed in the DEIR could affect new agricultural 
operations in the County, and could affect the buffer zones required around or the 
land uses allowed near such operations.  The referenced organic farm and current 
land uses in Jacumba both already exist, however, and are not the result of General 
Plan Update land uses or policies.  No new vector breeding source is proposed for 
the Jacumba area in the General Plan Update.  The proposed project does include 
measures to address appropriate land use siting near agricultural operations to 
ensure that nuisances such as vectors to neighboring land uses are minimized (see 
Agr-1.1, 1.2, 1.3, and 1.5).  Therefore, the statement in the DEIR that the proposed 
General Plan Update would have less than significant impacts related to vectors is 
correct generally and with respect to the Jacumba area.  

 
C2-31 The comment refers back to comments C2-14 and C2-15.  The County has reviewed 

these comments and finds that they are not at variance with the content in the DEIR.  
The mitigation measures in Section 7.2.11.3 would still be adequate.  

 
C2-32 The adopted County Guidelines for Determining Significance for Groundwater 

Resources, Surface Water Quality, and Hydrology were designed to identify and 
minimize adverse environmental effects on groundwater resources.  By utilizing 
methodologies within these documents, future projects will be required to address 
both water quantity and quality concerns raised in this comment.  

 
C2-33 The County appreciates the support expressed for mitigation measure USS-6.5 and 

the concern to keep organic materials out of landfills.  
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C2-34 The County acknowledges the comment but does not agree that it is necessary to 
revise the third bullet of mitigation measure CC-1.16 to add "low impact" before 
renewable energy.  The intent is to retain sufficient flexibility as an energy strategy is 
developed.  

 
C2-35 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  The issue raised is not 

related to a technical issue pursuant to the groundwater study (Appendix D of the 
DEIR).  The County respectfully disagrees that climate change represented a 
significant portion of the document as it was discussed on Pages 7 and 8 of the 
study.  There was no climate change work conducted that required the expertise of a 
climatologist.  The list of preparers and technical reviewers has a combined 150 
years of expertise in fractured rock hydrology and site-specific groundwater 
investigation experience.  In addition, Dr. David Huntley, Professor of Geological 
Sciences (Groundwater Hydrology) at San Diego State University, was consulted by 
the County numerous times throughout development of this study.  However, Dr. 
Huntley did not have the time available to review this very large document (over 400 
pages with appendices) and therefore was not formally named as a technical 
reviewer.  

 
C2-36 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  As outlined within the 

County Guidelines for Determining Significance – Groundwater Resources (page 23) 
a minimum 30-year time frame is used to calculate groundwater recharge for site-
specific groundwater studies.  The County updated its Groundwater Limitations Map 
in 2004, in which approximately 50,000 records from nearly 100 precipitation stations 
were compiled to create the revised map.  From this effort, the County was able to 
utilize the compiled data for this study.  In this case, 34 years of precipitation data 
was readily available for the study instead of a minimum of 30 years.  The study 
calculated recharge on a monthly basis with each month through 34 years bearing 
out a unique value of recharge.  The time period from 1971 to 2005 which was used 
ensures a reasonably foreseeable drought condition was evaluated.  This time period 
included three dry periods including one of the worst droughts on record, and two 
wet periods, including one of the wettest periods on record.    

 
 The County has received several groundwater studies from consultants that utilized 

greater than 50 years of precipitation data.  The results indicate that impacts were 
greatest in the late 1980s and 2002 through 2004.  Therefore, there is no benefit in 
adding additional years of evaluation to the study especially in light of the 
tremendous amount of time and cost involved in compiling precipitation data.  

 
C2-37 Please refer to comment above for the rationale behind the 34-year period analyzed.  

Clarifying text has been included in Section 3.1 and Section 3.1.2 of the study to 
provide rationale behind the 34-year period analyzed, as discussed in more detail in 
response to comment C2-36 above.  

 
C2-38 Groundwater impacts from Barona Indian Reservation are unsubstantiated due to 

lack of data available.  However, based on data that is available, there have been 
approximately 20 residences adjacent to Barona Indian Reservation with depleted or 
dry wells in a relatively small area (approximately 150 acres).  This is considered a 
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localized impact to groundwater resources.  Additionally, the allegation of Ranchos 
Finistierra being negatively affected from a high volume user in a different basin is 
unsubstantiated.  As documented within the study, low well yield is a common 
occurrence in fractured rock aquifers.  It is likely that any well problems at Ranchos 
Finistierra are due to low well yield from the local fractured rock aquifer rather than 
due to usage of groundwater on the Indian Reservation.  

 
C2-39 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  A footnote has been 

added to Table 3-12 and several other tables and figures in the General Plan Update 
Groundwater Study as recommended.  

 
C2-40 The issue raised is not related to a technical issue with the Groundwater Study.  The 

County does not disagree with the comment.  The County evaluates nearby wells for 
projects utilizing its well interference guidelines, which are applied to any wells 
located near a large quantity groundwater project.  

 
C2-41 Figure 2-3 of the General Plan Update Groundwater Study is intended to provide the 

reader general knowledge of precipitation trends in San Diego County.  Hence, a 50-
year record was used to provide the reader a broad view of precipitation trends.  The 
study itself focused on the past 34 years, as this is most representative of the 
climatic conditions that are reasonably foreseeable to occur.  As already stated in 
response to comment C2-36 above, text has been included in the study to provide 
rationale behind the 34-year period analyzed.  

 
C2-42 The County appreciates this recommendation.  The groundwater hydrographs show 

actual water levels measured in each well through time.  They do not represent 
oscillating curves but actual water levels.  Actual water levels are the best 
representation of what is actually occurring in the groundwater system.  The 
discussion throughout the study focuses on actual water levels as recorded.  
Furthermore, a linear trend for each well hydrograph is not appropriate since the well 
records depicted cover a wide variety of time periods.  Some wells contain less than 
a year of data while some wells have a nearly 30-year record. 

  
C2-43 The 50 percent reduction in storage criterion is referenced within the County of San 

Diego Guidelines for Determining Significance – Groundwater Resources (Pages 22 
through 24).  The 50 percent criterion has also been utilized in groundwater 
investigations within the County of San Diego since the adoption of the County 
Groundwater Ordinance in 1991.  The 50 percent threshold was established to 
address the unique characteristics of County fractured rock aquifers which are 
characterized by (1) limited storage capacity and (2) very limited groundwater 
recharge during droughts and excess recharge during wet periods.  Limiting the 
estimated amount of groundwater available to 50 percent of the calculated total 
groundwater in storage will result in limiting groundwater use to a fraction of long-
term average groundwater recharge.  This will ensure a sustainable supply of 
groundwater during extended drought periods where little-to-no recharge occurs.  To 
provide a clear understanding of the conservative nature of this criterion, statistics 
from the Lee basin, which was used to calibrate the water balance analysis for the 
General Plan Update Groundwater Study, are provided.  Average annual 
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groundwater recharge was estimated to be approximately 8.8 percent over the 34-
year period analyzed.  The sustainable yield as calculated for this basin using the 50 
percent criterion is about 77 acre-feet per year, which would result in a total of 
approximately 2.4 percent of precipitation being available for groundwater extraction.  
This is only a fraction of the average annual groundwater recharge estimated and is 
clearly conservative.  Therefore, there is no technical basis to use 25 percent 
reduction in storage as the evidence provided shows the conservative nature of the 
50 percent reduction in storage criterion.  Currently, in Lee Valley, groundwater 
extraction is estimated to be approximately 98 acre-feet per year, which exceeds the 
sustainable yield as calculated.  Current groundwater levels from wells monitored in 
Lee Valley since the 1980s do not show indications that groundwater problems have 
developed with this level of groundwater pumping.  This provides in-the-field 
evidence of the conservative nature of the criterion utilized in this study.  Also, as 
documented in Appendix D of the General Plan Update Groundwater Study, the 
calibration process indirectly accounts for phreatophyte consumption and several 
other elements not explicitly quantified within the water balance.  This was achieved 
through a substantial overestimation of surface water runoff which provides 
additional water for these important environmental processes.  

 
C2-44 Providing economic impact analyses is beyond the objectives and scope of work for 

the Groundwater Study.  This study was developed to support the General Plan 
Update EIR in evaluating potential environmental impacts to groundwater resources 
in accordance with CEQA.  

 
C2-45 The County acknowledges the Boulevard Community Planning Group's 

resubmission of comments on Guidelines for Determining Significance and Report 
Format and Content Requirements for Groundwater Resources, which are not part of 
the General Plan Update DEIR.  The County has previously responded to these 
comments; therefore, further response is not warranted. 
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C3-1 The County appreciates the support for the County's efforts to adopt community 
plans as an integral part of the General Plan.  

 
C3-2 The County appreciates the support for the draft General Plan Introduction, 

Community Profile section, recognition of the generally constrained development 
opportunities in Boulevard.  

 
C3-3 The County appreciates the support for the General Plan Vision statement that "new 

development shall respect and maintain the physical and visual integrity..."  
 
C3-4 The County appreciates the support for the General Plan Vision statement indicating 

"low impact" alternative energy sources.  
 
C3-5 The County acknowledges the objection to the use of "compact development 

patterns,” but does not agree with the commenter.  A primary premise of the General 
Plan Update is to locate new development in areas with "existing or planned 
infrastructure, services, and jobs in a compact pattern of development" so that rural 
areas, such as Boulevard, can be preserved with continued patterns of low density 
development.  

 
C3-6 The County appreciates the comment, but does not agree that the Board of 

Supervisors (BOS) is opposed to decoupling of density and lot size.  At the May 13, 
2009 hearing of the BOS, the Legislative Intent for the General Plan Update was 
revised to add “the same,” in addition to “smaller than,” when referring to parcel size 
in relationship to density in the General Plan.  The draft Conservation Program had 
previously been modified to ensure that conservation subdivisions are consistent 
with community character.  

 
C3-7 The County does not agree with this comment.  Policy LU-7.2 is intended to support 

and preserve agricultural operations in the County.  
 
C3-8 Pursuant to this comment, the County has changed the second bullet point in Policy 

LU-8.2 as follows:  
 
 “In areas without current overdraft groundwater conditions, prohibitevaluate new 

groundwater dependent development to assure a sustainable long-term supply of 
groundwater is available that will not adversely impact existing groundwater 
userswhere overdraft conditions are foreseeable.”   

 
 See also response to comment C2-12 above. 
 
C3-9 The County appreciates the support for Policies LU-10.1 through 10.4, which provide 

requirements for development in Semi-rural and Rural Lands.  
 
C3-10 The County appreciates this comment but does not agree that language regarding 

the Campo Landfill needs to be modified.  The referenced paragraph discusses 
landfills currently operating in the County that are publicly or privately owned and 



Response to Comments 

 

Responses to Letter C 3, Boulevard Community Planning Group  
(Comments on Draft General Plan Update) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page C3-8 
October 2010 

operated or are owned and operated by another local jurisdiction.  The Campo 
landfill would fall into the category of being operated in another jurisdiction, as it is 
located on sovereign land.   

 
C3-11 The County acknowledges the comment.  Recommendations were not provided with 

the comment. 
 
C3-12 The County appreciates the comment but does not agree that policy LU-13.2 should 

be changed to include "sustainable.”  
 
C3-13 The County acknowledges the concerns expressed with large sewage treatment 

plants in groundwater dependent communities.  No changes to the policies were 
necessary. 

 
C3-14 The County appreciates this comment; however, Policy 16.1 addresses the location 

of waste management facilities and is not related to recycling and waste diversion.   
 
C3-15 The County appreciates the support expressed for recycling of organic materials.  
 
C3-16 The County appreciates the support expressed for Policies LU-18.1 and LU-18.2.  
 
C3-17 The County acknowledges the support for the information provided on private roads 

under the County Road System section of the draft Mobility Element.  
 
C3-18 The County appreciates and acknowledges the support for flexible road standards.  
 
C3-19 The County acknowledges the concerns expressed over unauthorized access to 

private property.  No changes to policy M-3.3 are recommended.  
 
C3-20 The County acknowledges the concerns expressed over unauthorized private 

airports in the Boulevard community.  This issue is most appropriately addressed 
within the community plan.  

 
C3-21 The County acknowledges the concern over the loss of a park and ride facility.  This 

is a community specific concern that is not appropriate to address at the General 
Plan level.  This issue should be addressed in the community plan and/or in another 
community-level forum.  

 
C3-22 The "Water Resources" bullet under the Purpose and Scope section of the draft 

Conservation and Open Space Element has been revised to include "groundwater 
aquifer,” as recommended.  

 
C3-23 The County acknowledges the comment, but does not concur that "recycling of 

construction materials" needs to be included in the introductory Mineral Resources 
bullet in the Purpose and Scope section.  This issue is adequately addressed under 
the Mineral Resources section of the draft Conservation and Open Space Element.  
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C3-24 The County appreciates the support for the "Visual Resources" text under the 
Purpose and Scope section of the draft Conservation and Open space Element.  

 
C3-25 The County appreciates the comment, but does not concur that it is necessary to add 

"appropriately located, low impact" to renewable energy sources in the Air Quality, 
Climate Change, and Energy bullet under the Purpose and Scope section of the 
Conservation and Open Space Element.  

 
C3-26 The County acknowledges that the Boulevard Community Planning Group feels that 

the community is underserved by park and recreation facilities.  The County strives 
to address such issues during implementation of the General Plan Update, including 
those issues outlined in the community plan updates.   

 
C3-27 The last sentence of the Relationship to Other Elements section has been revised to 

include "traffic, air, and groundwater" as recommended.  
 
C3-28 The County agrees that in some cases wildlife habitat and movement paths can be 

accommodated on large lots.  However, the County has also found that in many 
cases smaller lot sizes are necessary in order to consolidate development into one 
area and preserve the remaining area as open space, even if all of the open space is 
still on private lots.    

 
C3-29 Please refer to response to comment C2-21. 
 
C3-30 Please refer to response to comment C2-11. 
 
C3-31 Please refer to response to comment C2-21.  
 
C3-32 Please refer to response to comment C2-11. 
 
C3-33 The County appreciates the support for the County's efforts to protect cultural and 

historic resources.  
 
C3-34 The County appreciates the support for the County's efforts to protect visual 

resources, such as landscapes, scenic corridors, and dark skies.  
 
C3-35 The County appreciates the support for undergrounding of utilities.  
 
C3-36 The County acknowledges that utility lines should be placed underground.  Please 

refer to response to comment C2-3. 
 
C3-37 The County appreciates and acknowledges this comment.  Discretionary projects 

that propose outdoor lighting in Lighting in Boulevard and Jacumba are required to 
comply with the Light Pollution Code (LPC), also known as the Dark Sky Ordinance.  
Compliance with the LPC would minimize adverse impacts to dark skies in these 
communities.  Please refer to response to comment O10-3. 
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C3-38 The County acknowledges the Boulevard community's interest in Dark Sky 
Community status.  This issue would be an appropriate topic to address in the 
community plan.   

 
C3-39 The County appreciates the support for keeping organics out of landfills.  As 

recommended, Wayne Williams (DPW Solid Waste Planning and Recycling Division) 
was primarily responsible for the language concerning solid waste and recycling in 
the Context section of the Air Quality, Climate, and Energy section of the 
Conservation and Open Space Element.  

 
C3-40 The County appreciates the support expressed for recycling of organic materials and 

notes the Planning Group's concerns over the use of biosolids in composting.  
 
C3-41 The fourth sentence of the third paragraph under the Energy and Sustainable 

Development section of the draft Conservation and Open Space Element includes 
"roof-top solar panels and solar farms", as recommended.  

 
C3-42 Pursuant to this comment, the Energy and Sustainable Development section of the 

draft Conservation and Open Space Element has been reorganized and the following 
sentence has been added to the fourth paragraph: 

 
 "While the large projects can supply energy to many thousands of homes, they 

generally require new transmission lines, which can result in land use and aesthetic 
impacts, along with an increased risk of wildfires."   

 
C3-43 The County appreciates the comment and has reorganized the Energy and 

Sustainable Development section of the draft Conservation and Open Space 
Element to make this point more clearly. 

 
C3-44 The County appreciates the comment, but does not agree that Policy COS-14.7 

should be changed.  Other policies and regulations, such as the Guidelines for 
Determining Significance, are intended to ensure these projects are constructed in 
appropriate areas.  

 
C3-45 The County appreciates the comment, but does not agree that policy COS-14.11 

should be revised to include the benefit of undisturbed native soils.  
 
C3-46 The County agrees with this comment. Goal COS-17 has been revised with 

"composting" added as a type of recycling program. 
 
C3-47 The County appreciates the comment, but does not agree that Policy COS-18.1 

should be revised.  As written, the policy recognizes the importance of maintaining 
the "character of their setting" when locating alternative energy systems, which 
would take into account the concern expressed over "increased infrastructure and 
use of undisturbed lands.”  
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C3-48 The Park Lands Dedication Ordinance (PLDO) divides the unincorporated area of 
the County into twenty-four Local Park Planning Areas (LPPAs).  PLDO funds 
collected in an LPPA must be spent within that LPPA.  The funds may be used to 
construct a new park, make improvements in an existing County park or may be 
used to construct recreational improvements in a facility that is open to the public but 
is operated by another agency (e.g., playgrounds or ball fields on school sites).  In 
order for the County to construct a new local park, there must be an identified source 
of funding to maintain the new park other than the County General Fund.  If such a 
maintenance funding source does not exist, the PLDO funds must be spent either in 
an existing park or on a recreation facility operated by another agency.  In such 
cases, the funds may be used in the community where they were collected, or they 
may be used in another community within the same LPPA.  

 
C3-49 The County acknowledges the comment expressing opposition to the concept of 

decoupling lot size from density.  The County does not agree that this concept would 
adversely impact development in rural areas.  The decoupling concept is a major 
cornerstone for the draft General Plan as it provides a trade-off to those property 
owners with decreased density under the General Plan Update to achieve a higher 
yield within the allowed density while avoiding constraints to development.  Please 
also refer to response to comment C3-6. 

 
C3-50 The County acknowledges the objection to clustering and conservation subdivision 

policies.  Concerns such as groundwater constraints are primarily addressed by 
limiting the ability to subdivide through low density designations on the Land Use 
Map.  The Conservation Subdivision Program alone is not intended to serve as the 
basis for determining appropriate lot size; other considerations would include the 
availability of water and other services, as well as community character.   

 
C3-51 The County appreciates the support for the Community character and Environment 

section of the Housing Element  
 
C3-52 The County acknowledges the opposition to the density bonus program in 

groundwater dependent areas.  This program, which is mandated by the State, 
would not supersede restrictions that address water availability in groundwater 
dependent areas.  

 
C3-53 The County appreciates the support for the "increased funding and coordination of 

fire fighting efforts in the backcountry.”  
 
C3-54 Please refer to response to comment C2-19. 
 
C3-55 The County appreciates the concern for meeting minimum travel time standards, 

even in very rural areas with densities less than one dwelling unit per 40 acres.  
Safety Element Table S-1 provides the rationale for travel time standards and further 
notes that development in these low-density areas is still subject to mitigation 
measures imposed by independent fire districts.  It is infeasible to plan for fire 
services that could respond to all areas of the County within 20 minutes or less; 
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therefore, the draft General Plan Update assigns very low densities (RL-40 or less) 
to areas with travel times greater than 20 minutes.   

 
C3-56 Draft General Plan Policy S-9.5, Development in the Floodplain Fringe, has been 

revised to limit the subdivision of property, or prohibit a specific type of development, 
i.e. no residential uses, etc.  The County opposes a blanket prohibition on 
development of all kind.  The last two sentences of Policy S-9.5 have been replaced 
with the following: 

 
 "For parcels located entirely within a floodplain or without sufficient space for a 

building pad outside the floodplain, development is limited to a single family home on 
an existing lot or those uses that do not compromise the environmental attributes of 
the floodplain or require further channelization." 

 
C3-57 The County acknowledges the comment, but does not agree that policy S-15.4 

should be revised to restrict private airstrips solely due to proximity to the 
international border.   

 
C3-58 The County agrees that infrasonic vibrations will be an important issue with some 

projects.  The County is currently working on updated regulations to be incorporated 
into the Noise Ordinance and the Zoning Ordinance.  These changes may also 
warrant specific language within the General Plan.  However, at this time it would be 
premature to include specific discussion of infrasonic noise impacts in the noise 
element.  As currently written, the General Plan Update does not exclude such 
impacts from regulation.  Therefore, projects with infrasonic noise impacts will still be 
reviewed for compliance with the Noise Element similar to other projects with noise 
effects.  

 
C3-59 The County does not agree with this recommendation.  This type of independent 

ambient noise level testing is not currently conducted for public or private projects in 
the County.  The nexus for requiring such measures has not been demonstrated.  

 
C3-60 Please refer to responses to Comments C3-58 and C3-59 above.  
 
C3-61 General Plan Update Noise Element Goal N-3 Groundborne Vibration addresses 

vibration impacts to noise sensitive receptors.  The Goal and related policy is general 
in nature and may be applied to wind turbine uses if necessary.  Specific guidelines 
and/or standards may be forthcoming to address infrasonic vibration and low 
frequency noise sources in the future.  

 
C3-62 General Plan Update Noise Element Policy N-5.2 is specifically written to be general 

in nature and addresses all industrial type noise generation to surrounding residential 
uses.  Therefore, the County disagrees that a specific reference to industrial wind 
turbines is unnecessary.  

 
C3-63 The County will utilize existing tools to identify possible noise impacts associated 

with wind turbine uses.  Specific guidelines and/or standards may be developed to 
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address any unique circumstances related to wind turbines as better data becomes 
available for assessing potential impacts.  

 
C3-64 This comment pertains to Goal N-6.  The County agrees with the comment and has 

changed the word "minimal" to "minimize.”  
 
C3-65 The County appreciates the commenter’s concern with design review.  Design 

review can be accomplished on specific sites through the use of a D Special Area 
Designator as described in the County's Zoning Ordinance Section 5900.  A Design 
Review Board is not required for implementation of this designator.  As part of the 
Zoning Ordinance Compatibility Update, staff will coordinate with the Boulevard 
Planning Group to determine where use of the D designator should be considered.  
However, the County also notes that such a designator would not apply to federal 
projects that are outside the County's land use jurisdiction such as the Border Patrol 
project mentioned. 
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C4-1 The County acknowledges the Descanso Community Planning Group's preference 
for the Referral Map and the specific support shown for the existing density and use 
within the Rural Village boundary and the Rural Lands 40 designation outside the 
Rural Village boundary. 
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C5-1 The County appreciates this comment supporting the DEIR 
 
C5-2 The County acknowledges the concerns regarding the Referral Map (proposed 

project).  The information in this comment will be in the final documents for review 
and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

 
C5-3 The County acknowledges the support for the Draft Land Use Map alternative. 
 
C5-4 The County acknowledges the boundaries for the Elfin Forest/Harmony Grove 

communities and will reflect these boundaries in the Community Plan prior to 
adoption of the General Plan Update. 

 
C5-5 The County acknowledges the Elfin Forest/Harmony Grove Town Council's 

preference to designate APNs 264-104-05, 264-104-12, 264-104-13, 264-104-14, 
264-104-16, and 264-104-17 as SR-4, consistent with the Environmentally Superior 
Map alternative. 

 
C5-6 The County appreciates this acknowledgement and support from the Elfin 

Forest/Harmony Grove Town Council. 
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C6-1 The County appreciates this additional source of information regarding potential 
linkages in San Diego.  County staff has reviewed the South Coast Missing Linkages 
project reports (http://www.scwildlands.org/reports) and identified three 
recommended linkage designs within the County's jurisdiction, all of which have 
been incorporated into the County's Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) 
planning efforts for North and East County.  In the DEIR, potential linkages and 
corridors within the future East County Plan were not mapped or evaluated since the 
plan is still in the preliminary stages of development.  However, a preliminary draft 
map for East County that shows potential focused conservation areas is available on 
the County's website at: 
www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/mscp/docs/ECMSCP/east_mscp_csa2_2_8x11.pdf.  
 
The South Coast project and East County MSCP preliminary draft map are hereby 
incorporated by reference.  While the additional information regarding linkages and 
corridors in the County is valuable, it does not affect the conclusions reached in the 
DEIR.   

 
C6-2 The Biological Mitigation Ordinance (BMO) regulates development within the 

adopted South County MSCP.  General Plan Policies COS-1.1 through COS-1.5, 
LU-6.1, and LU-6.7 support the wildlife corridor and linkage goals within the MSCP 
and BMO.  However, the specific BMO and MSCP requirements are not reflected 
within General Plan Update policies, mainly because the General Plan will apply to 
development and resources in the County’s entire jurisdiction while the MSCP 
currently applies only to the southwest region.  Designated areas within the MSCP 
are regulated by the ordinance itself to protect the most sensitive resources.  
Mitigation is accomplished through a combination of avoidance of sensitive 
resources and purchase of lands within appropriate areas depending on the location 
of development in the MSCP.  Minimum mitigation ratios are provided in Attachment 
M of the BMO. 

  
C6-3 To mitigate and protect linkages and corridors, the County proposes Mitigation 

measures Bio-1.1, Bio-1.2, Bio-1.3, Bio-1.4, Bio-1.5, Bio-1.6, Bio-1.7 and Bio-2.3 
described in Section 2.4.6.4 of the DEIR; however, potential impacts are still 
considered to be significant and unavoidable until the North and East County MSCP 
Plans are adopted. 

 
C6-4 The County acknowledges and appreciates the comment that under Issue I: Water 

Quality Standards and Requirements, Naturally Occurring Radionuclides, there 
should be a mitigation proposed to develop a groundwater monitoring program in 
groundwater dependent regions.  The issues raised are not at variance with the 
content of the General Plan Update DEIR.  The County does not recognize 
groundwater monitoring for radionuclides as mitigation.  Monitoring of radionuclides 
is assessment, while an example of mitigation would be treatment of radionuclides 
through a community water system.  The County receives groundwater quality 
monitoring data from a variety of sources.  Unfortunately, there is not a funding 
mechanism for the County to monitor the water quality of wells throughout the 
backcountry.  Recently, the State Water Resources Control Board through the 
GAMA Domestic Well Assessment Project sampled 54 private wells within the 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/mscp/docs/ECMSCP/east_mscp_csa2_2_8x11.pdf
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County for radionuclides.  This effort was state-funded.  The County will continue to 
keep a database of water quality data from projects which test for radionuclides. 

  
C6-5 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment that Issue I: Water Quality 

Standards and Requirements should address the problem of lowering water tables in 
groundwater dependent areas.  The issues raised are not at variance with the 
General Plan Update DEIR.  Section 2.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, in the DEIR 
addresses the impacts of proposed land uses on groundwater resources.  Prudent 
management of groundwater resources is very important and the County concurs 
with this concern.  However, the County does not have the statutory authority to 
mandate the substantial users of the upper San Luis Rey River to prepare and 
implement a region-wide groundwater management plan. 

  
C6-6 The issues raised are not at variance with the existing content of the DEIR.  The 

County does not have active groundwater management authority in either of the 
watersheds and as such cannot regulate the amount of water any entity uses in 
either watershed.  The County concurs that the substantial users within each 
watershed could potentially fund such a plan to monitor and manage groundwater.  
However, the County does not have the statutory authority to mandate the 
substantial users of the upper San Luis Rey River to prepare and implement a 
region-wide groundwater management plan. 

 
 The General Plan Update process has taken into consideration potential 

groundwater depletion in the upper and lower San Luis Rey watershed within the 
groundwater dependent portion of the County.  Lands in this area are designated as 
Semi-Rural Residential (SR-10, 1 dwelling unit per 10, 20 acres) and Rural Lands 
(RL-40, 1 dwelling unit per 40 acres).  The Warner Springs community, which is not 
known to be affected by a groundwater overdraft condition, contains the Warner 
Springs Ranch Specific Plan area and largely built out land which is designated as 
Village Residential (VR-2.9, 2.9 dwelling units per acre) and Semi-Rural Residential 
(SR-1, 1 dwelling unit per 1, 2, and 4 acres).   

 
C6-7 Figure 2.8-3 was revised to include the Vista Irrigation District footprint of pumping 

wells in Warner Valley east of Lake Henshaw.  The area was designated as 
"undetermined" as there is not enough information available as to whether or not 
there have been any localized impacts from the well pumping.  

  
C6-8 While motorized recreation can be disruptive, it is an allowed use in residential 

areas.  The County does not agree that motorized recreation should be limited to 
special designations.  To do so would create difficulties in monitoring and enforcing 
private use of motorized vehicles on private lands. 

 
 In addition, the County does not agree that this issue should be addressed within the 

Land Use or Recreation sections of the DEIR.  The County concedes that motorized 
recreation is a potential impact associated with residential use types.  Within the 
DEIR, impacts associated with residential development are evaluated by the type of 
resource they affect.  The comment notes that motorized recreation is not compatible 
with "areas near residents, sensitive habitats, or wildlife corridors."  With regard to 
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this activity near residents, the adverse impact would be the effects of noise.  
Annoyance or discomfort caused by use of motor vehicles is regulated by the County 
Noise Ordinance.  In addition, the following clarification was added to Section 
2.11.1.2 of the DEIR under subheading "Temporary and/or Nuisance Noise":   

 
 Intermittent or temporary neighborhood noise from amplified music, public address 

systems, barking dogs, landscape maintenance, stand-by power generators, 
motorized recreation, and construction activities are disturbing to residents but are 
difficult to attenuate and control. 

 
 For biological resource impacts, the motorized recreation would be part of the direct 

and indirect impacts already analyzed for residential development in Sections 2.4.3.1 
and 2.4.3.4. 

 
C6-9 The County appreciates the comment.  Sunshine Summit has been added as a 

distinctive neighborhood under the North Mountain section of DEIR Section 2.9.1.2 
addressing Land Use. 

  

C6-10 The County does not regulate existing groundwater users in basins within its 
jurisdiction.  See also responses to comments C6-5 and C6-6 above.  As such, the 
County cannot mandate any curtailment of groundwater use since it does not have 
active groundwater management authority over any basin.     

 
C6-11 The County appreciates the comment, but does not agree that draft General Plan 

Conservation and Open Space Element Policy COS-18.1 should be revised as 
recommended.  The County does not concur that the more specific language is 
necessary and prefers to retain the policy in a more general sense to maximize 
flexibility when siting alternative energy systems.  

 
C6-12 The County appreciates the comment and has revised Goal COS-19 in the draft 

General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element to include "all users,” as 
recommended. 

 
C6-13 The County does not agree with this comment.  Please refer to response to comment 

C6-8 above.  
 
C6-14 The County concurs that the revised text is more appropriate.  Therefore the revision 

has been made within the Greater Warner Springs Area Chapter of the North 
Mountain Subregional Plan. 
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C7-1 The County acknowledges the concern regarding draft Policies LU-12.2 and LU-12.4 
which would accept certain roads with a level of service (LOS) of E or F.  These 
policies are proposed for limited circumstances where it would be preferable to 
accept a lower level of service on a particular road segment than to add travel lanes 
to the road so as to minimize adverse effects to community character and 
environmental resources.   

 
C7-2 The County acknowledges the concern that Policy S-6.5 would allow incremental 

growth to occur until a new fire station is constructed.  The County finds that it is not 
feasible for most projects to have a fire station built and operational prior to or in 
conjunction with development.  This issue is further addressed in the draft 
Implementation Plan as measure 6.2.3.C, which would implement procedures to 
require development projects to fund a fair share toward fire service facilities. 

 
 



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter C 8, Jamul Dulzura Community Planning Group  

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page C8-1 
October 2010 

 



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter C 8, Jamul Dulzura Community Planning Group (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page C8-2 
October 2010 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Comment Letter C 8, Jamul Dulzura Community Planning Group (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page C8-3 
October 2010 

 



Response to Comments 

 

Responses to Letter C 8, Jamul Dulzura Community Planning Group  

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page C8-4 
October 2010 

C8-1 The County appreciates this information.  Under Tribal Lands in the "Other Land Use 
Designations" section of the Land Use Element, "and Indian villages" was added 
after "reservations” as recommended. 
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C9-1 The County acknowledges the Palomar Mountain Planning Organization position that 
population growth for the North Mountain Subregion appears excessive as reported 
in DEIR Section 1.13.3 and that the population for this area is not likely to double in 
size.  While this growth might not actually occur, the section does convey the 
capacity of the proposed project to accommodate future growth. 

 
C9-2 While the places and services listed in the comment are open to the public, they do 

not qualify as Public/Semi-Public Facilities in the land-use sense of the term.  This 
designation was applied to lands owned by public utility companies having their own 
land use jurisdiction (e.g., water districts, sewer districts, schools, etc.). 

 
C9-3 The County agrees that there is more than 116 acres of dedicated open space in the 

Palomar Mountain area.  However, the designation for Open Space was primarily 
applied to large tracts of undeveloped land that are owned by a jurisdiction, public 
agency, or conservancy group.  For more description, see "Other Land Use 
Designations" in the General Plan Update Land Use Element. 

 
C9-4 The County acknowledges that Palomar Mountain does not have any active burn 

dump sites, but data is available to show that burn dump sites did occur on Palomar 
Mountain in the past.  Therefore, Figure 2.7-2 and the Burn Dump Sites section 
under 2.7.3.4 Issue 4: Existing Hazardous Materials Sites are referring to the historic 
burning at these sites. 

 
C9-5 The County acknowledges that although Rural Commercial land uses occur on 

Palomar Mountain, the Land Use Map does not reflect this.  Currently, the Rural 
Commercial land uses are within the Forest Conservation Initiative (FCI), which 
requires an FCI designation in accordance with the voter-backed initiative.  The rural 
commercial land uses are allowed by the Zoning Ordinance. 

 
C9-6 The County acknowledges the Palomar Mountain Planning Organization comment 

that population growth for the North Mountain Subregion appears excessive as 
reported in DEIR section 1.13.3 and that the population for this area is not likely to 
double in size.  Table 2.13-6 reports the forecasted population that would occur with 
build-out of the proposed Land Use Map.  The Land Use Map would accommodate 
population growth but would not be a direct cause for how much the population 
actually grows.  

 
C9-7 The County appreciates and acknowledges recent park closures may not be 

accurately reflected in the DEIR.  However, the information concerning State Parks 
in the DEIR was based on conditions existing at the time the Notice of Preparation 
was circulated, which was April of 2008.  Based on the latest information from 
California State Parks, permanent closures have not occurred; however, most of the 
278 existing parks state-wide have substantially cut back hours of operation. 

 
C9-8 The County acknowledges that none of the land use alternatives for the DEIR 

provide for any Rural Commercial or Semi-Rural residential designations.  This is 
because most of the Palomar Mountain community lands are constrained by the FCI.  
This voter-backed initiative required the County to designate lands identified in the 
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FCI with 40-acre minimum parcel sizes.  The County will work with the Palomar 
Mountain Planning Organization to reevaluate land use designations once the FCI 
expires on December 31, 2010. 
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C10-1 Implementation Plan Measure 5.3.1.E is to conduct a comprehensive review and 
inventory of agriculture preserves and update data to remove parcels that are no 
longer applicable. It also involves the continual maintenance of this inventory and 
process to allow new areas to be designated as preserves without a Rezone of the 
Zoning Ordinance. 

 
C10-2 The County acknowledges the history provided by the comment letter.  It should be 

noted that the County agrees there was litigation in the 1990s concerning the 
County’s Agricultural element of the General Plan.  However, the County disagrees 
with the commenter’s’ characterization of that litigation.  The litigation resulted in a 
new Agricultural Element being adopted by the County. 

  
C10-3 The County agrees with the summary of the agricultural resources impact 

assessment.  It should also be noted that under State law, non-renewal of 
Williamson Act contracts is permitted at the request of an owner or the local 
jurisdiction.  Future development of such lands may be possible, either with future 
discretionary decisions or by right.  The County cannot restrict this possibility, as 
State law allows this to occur. 

  
C10-4 The removal of the Agriculture Preserve and associated "A" Designators was 

determined to have a potentially significant indirect impact on Williamson Act lands; 
however, this impact is mitigated to below a level of significance with mitigation 
measure Agr-2.1.  It should be noted that removal of these designators is not 
proposed for lands under Williamson Act contracts. 

 
 Contract disestablishment is allowed by law.  Removal of the "A" designator from 

lands in the vicinity of Williamson Act contract lands will be reviewed for impacts to 
the contract lands.   

 
 The reason for removal of the Agricultural Preserve designation for lands that are not 

under Williamson Act Contracts is that these lands are not currently in agricultural 
production and/or are located in areas of the County that are slated for development 
by the General Plan Update.    

 
C10-5 The County disagrees that the removal of the Agricultural Preserves and associated 

"A" Designators in areas where no Williamson Act Contract exists is in conflict with 
Policy I-133 because the removal of the "A" designators will not prohibit farming in 
these areas.  Policy I-133 states that the County will design and implement programs 
to support and encourage farming within the County.  The San Diego County 
General Plan Update Draft Implementation Plan identifies the following measures: 
the Farming Program Plan, Protection Programs, Purchase of Agricultural 
Conservation Easements, etc. (5.3.1.B, C, and F, respectively) to continue support of 
agricultural production in the County.  These actions all conform to Policy I-133.   

   
C10-6 The County does not agree that the General Plan Update will be more impactive on 

agricultural resources when compared to the existing General Plan.  The comment 
cites Agricultural land use designations, Policy I-38 establishment of Agricultural 
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Preserves, Williamson Act enrollment, and density standards as the means for better 
agricultural preservation in the existing General Plan.  The agricultural land use 
designations in the existing General Plan allow for residential use types and are not 
substantially different than the residential designations proposed in the General Plan 
Update as they allow both agricultural and residential use types.  While Policy I-38 
and the establishment of Agricultural Preserves are not necessarily tied to the 
existing plan, the County is proposing to remove preserve designators (the "A"-
designator in the Zoning Ordinance) from lands that are not under Williamson Act 
contracts.  This is because on-going agriculture is not required on these lands and 
the owners must either enter into a contract or have the land be re-assessed.  
Williamson Act enrollment is not tied to the existing General Plan, nor is it  
proposed for any changes under the General Plan Update.  Density standards are 
proposed to be changed through the General Plan Update Land Use Map.  Since 
density will be substantially reduced in rural areas, particularly in areas where active 
agriculture is prevalent, this change would result in fewer impacts to agricultural 
resources.  

 
It should be noted that the Agricultural Preserve designators were broadly applied to 
lands many years ago with the anticipation that those lands would be placed under 
contract and developed with agriculture. Yet, numerous Agricultural Preserves were 
never used for agriculture. Under the General Plan Update, these properties will be 
designated as rural lands or semi-rural lands with low densities.  This designation, 
along with compatible zoning, will still be conducive to agricultural uses.   

 
C10-7 The County does not agree that the listed items threaten agricultural resources, open 

space, or watersheds.  The County’s explanation is provided in more detail in 
responses to comments C10-8 through C10-10 below. 

  
C10-8 The County does not agree that specific agricultural land use designations are 

needed in order to promote active agriculture in the unincorporated area.  Policies in 
the Land Use Element and Conservation and Open Space Element (LU-7.1, LU-7.2, 
and COS-6.1 through COS-6.5) achieve this same goal, yet still allow for site-specific 
factors in evaluating the appropriate use of the property.  The establishment and 
continuation of agriculture separate from incompatible uses will be further supported 
with the Zoning Ordinance, future environmental reviews under CEQA, and General 
Plan Update Policies.  Implementation Plan measure 5.3.1.E is considered to be one 
way to improve the County’s information regarding on-the-ground agricultural 
resources and opportunities for preserves.  The measure is proposed in conjunction 
with General Plan Update goals, policies, and other mitigation measures. 

  
C10-9 The County is proposing to remove Agricultural Preserve designators from lands that 

are not covered under existing agricultural contracts.  All such lands will be evaluated 
for potential impacts to Williamson Act Contract lands prior to removal of the zoning 
designator for agricultural preserve (Implementation Plan 5.3.1.D).  Impacts to 
wildlife corridors, migration routes, watersheds, groundwater sustainability, 
functioning ecosystems, greenhouse gases, and agricultural resources will continue 
to be evaluated and mitigated for any discretionary projects proposed on these 
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lands.  In addition, the DEIR proposes mitigation for potential impacts to these 
resources, though not all impacts will be mitigated below a level of significance. 

 
C10-10 The County agrees with the first sentence of this comment and also agrees that one 

of the results of the Conservation Subdivision Program (CSP) is a de-coupling of 
minimum lot size from the densities proposed in the General Plan Update.  However, 
the County disagrees with the assertion that the CSP "has nothing to do with 
preserving sensitive environmental resources," or that its "main purpose is to allow 
more development."  County staff has researched this issue over a period of nine 
years and has established and documented that strict minimum lot size 
requirements, as well as other lot design criteria, impede the ability to avoid and/or 
protect high-value biological, cultural, and agricultural resources on project sites.  
The CSP will not allow more development than designated in the County's General 
Plan; and since the development footprint must be minimized under the program, it 
will result in less development per future lot (i.e., fewer accessory structures).  The 
commenter's claim that up to 25 percent more development may be permitted under 
the CSP is unsubstantiated and erroneous.   

 
 The comment goes on to discuss proposed changes under the CSP to revise slope 

encroachment regulations and to modify perimeter lot size requirements (pertaining 
to Lot Area Averaging).  While the purpose of this discussion is not clear, it does not 
appear to be at variance with the DEIR.  Moreover, the last sentence of the comment 
is also unclear as the County does not know what the commenter defines as "public 
resources."  However, it should be noted the County has never declared or implied 
that the CSP would protect 100 percent of any resource.    

 
C10-11 The comment includes a quote from Jack Phillips, who is the Chairman of the Valle 

De Oro Community Planning Group.  The County does not agree with the quote and 
there is no evidence to support its claims.  The proposed CSP will promote 
consolidated development and vast areas of permanent open space.  The 
developments themselves are anticipated to be safer from fire than sprawled 
development occurring under the existing General Plan with a lack of conservation 
subdivision efforts.  This is because open space will become part of a larger 
network/plan that will be better separated from areas of development, the latter of 
which will have established ingress and egress that will be readily accessible to fire 
authorities.   

 
 The County also does not agree with the opinion stated in the second part of the 

comment, that future residents in areas developed pursuant to the CSP will have 
different expectations than current residents of those communities.  This comment 
does not raise any environmental issues and constitutes speculation without any 
evidence to support the allegation.   

  
C10-12 The County disagrees with this comment.  The County is not allowing higher building 

densities in either the General Plan Update or the CSP.  In some cases, the CSP will 
permit smaller parcel sizes than those allowed currently in a given area.  However, if 
implemented, it will not permit more parcels than the General Plan density allows; 
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therefore, more parcels will not be created. The desired result of a Conservation 
Subdivision is to consolidate the footprint of a development, which can sometimes 
only be achieved with a smaller minimum lot size allowance.  The CSP addresses 
issues regarding compatibility and minimizing aesthetic impacts.  The claim that the 
Program will "increase the possibility of conflicts between farmers and non-farmers" 
is unfounded.  Also refer to response to comment C10-11 above.  

 
 The last sentence in the comment asserts that the County proposes "cluster zoning" 

that is meant to appeal to new residents and not preserve farmland.  However, the 
CSP includes a mandate to avoid areas of proposed development that support 
agricultural uses.  Therefore, instead of a traditional subdivision that would subdivide 
the agricultural land into parcels that may not continue to support agricultural uses, 
the conservation subdivision would allow the clustering of development away from 
those uses so that they could continue to be used on the avoided portion of the 
subdivision.  

  
C10-13 Lands under contract for agriculture are not permitted to be subdivided for 

development.  As a result, the CSP would not apply to such lands.  Therefore, the 
CSP and the General Plan Update are not in conflict with California Government 
Code Section 51222.  However, it should be noted that disestablishment of 
Williamson Act contracts can be achieved pursuant to Government Code Section 
51231. 

 
 The County does not agree with the presumption that parcels in San Diego County 

should be at least 10 acres to sustain agricultural use.  The reasoning for the 
County's determination regarding parcel size and viable agriculture is presented in 
Section 2.2.1.1 of the DEIR and in the County's Guidelines for Determination of 
Significance: Agricultural Resources. 

  
C10-14 The County does not agree with this comment.  When compared to the existing 

General Plan, the General Plan Update and its associated implementation measures 
will reduce potential impacts on natural resources, reduce sprawled development, 
reduce future infrastructure, and reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  These impact 
reductions are documented throughout the DEIR.  In contrast, the commenter has 
not provided any evidence to support the opinion provided in the comment. 

  
C10-15 The County does not agree that the CSP is at odds with the Potrero Subregional 

Group Area Chapter of the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan.  Moreover, parts (a) 
through (c) of this comment were not found within the Subregional Plan.  Part (a) 
does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required.  
Part (b) contends that the CSP would 'implicitly or explicitly authorize the destruction 
of resources in return for "planned growth".'  The County disagrees with this 
assertion because the CSP requires avoidance of resources and places 
development in areas that are the least environmentally sensitive while preserving 
the most sensitive areas for preservation.  Part (c) does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 
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C10-16 The comment cites three Community Plan policies proposed by the Potrero 
Community Planning Group (CPG) that are reflective of the CPG's vision "yet still 
consistent with the General Plan Update."  The County does not agree with the 
proposed policies and, therefore, does not agree that they should be included in the 
General Plan Update as part of the Subregional Plan.  The first policy directly 
conflicts with the General Plan Update as it proposes a vague commitment to local 
environmental resources over "planned growth."  The County can only interpret 
"planned growth" to mean the densities and development proposed in the General 
Plan Update Land Use Map.  As described in the DEIR, the County proposes to 
accommodate planned growth while still taking measures to promote environmental 
stewardship that protects natural resources and preserves agriculture. 

 
 The second proposed policy would require a Planning Commission hearing prior to 

approval of a Conservation Subdivision.  While a Planning Commission hearing may 
be required for future Conservation Subdivision projects depending on the type of 
permit, this type of policy was identified as one of the deterrents for current 
applicants in using available strategies to consolidate the development footprint and 
meet preserve design guidelines for sensitive resources.  As such, a community 
policy that requires a Planning Commission hearing for any implementation of the 
CSP would potentially hinder the County's General Plan Update goals and 
implementation measures. 

 
 The third proposed policy would require the Planning Commission to make specific 

findings before authorizing resource impacts.  Though the comment does not state 
the type of project involved, the type of resources potentially impacted, or the specific 
findings that would need to be made, the County can draw upon the draft language 
that Potrero Community Planning Group proposed in the Mountain Empire 
Subregional Plan to respond.  Please refer to proposed Policy LU-1.1.3.  In the 
proposed language, the Planning Commission, in reviewing a Conservation 
Subdivision, would need to make findings regarding reasonable economic use in the 
presence of environmental resources.  The County does not agree with this 
provision.  The term "environmental resource" can be broadly used to mean any 
useable thing, whether tangible or intangible.  Moreover, reasonable economic use 
of property is difficult to interpret and is often reserved for areas very high 
environmental sensitivity where only minimal use of property for development is 
permitted.  Application of such a policy is not warranted.   

 
 It should also be noted that the County is proposing to reduce densities in the 

Potrero Community Planning area by a substantial amount when compared to the 
exiting General Plan, primarily in an effort to preserve natural resources and reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions.  The County does not agree with policies that aim for 
100 percent avoidance of environmental resources.  Such policies are vague, difficult 
to interpret and/or enforce, and are not consistent with state and federal regulations.    

 
C10-17 The County does not agree with a proposed absolute minimum lot size of 8 acres for 

semi-rural lands and 16 acres in the rural category.  The primary goal of the CSP is 
to achieve more environmentally sensitive subdivision designs (i.e., minimize 
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developable area, maximize open space area, and provide adequate buffering in 
between).  In some cases, this can be achieved through a reduction in lot size.  
Under the current General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, the County has minimum lot 
sizes in semi-rural and rural areas ranging from 4 acres to 20 acres.  In numerous 
cases, these parcel sizes were too large to effectively consolidate development and 
avoid significant natural resources.  The Potrero Planning Group is proposing to 
establish similar, and in some cases even larger, minimum lot size restrictions.  In 
many case studies, this would defeat the County's ability to successfully implement 
the CSP. 

 
 It is the goal of the County’s drafted policies to assign appropriate lot sizes in the 

Zoning Ordinance and allow for appropriate reductions, with community participation, 
down to four acres with a planned residential development or lot area averaging 
development. 

  
C10-18 This comment is referring to the County's recommended language within the draft 

Subregional Plan (Potrero Chapter).  Since the CSP itself is for the protection of 
natural resources, and it aims to protect "character, habitat lands, farmlands, 
groundwater supplies, unique topography, historical and cultural resources, scenic 
resources, recreational trails, and park lands," a re-stating of this in the community 
plan policy would be redundant and potentially confusing.  Therefore, the County 
does not agree that the provided list belongs in the policy.  Since subdivision design 
itself can be affected by groundwater distribution in Potrero, it was necessary to 
mention it specifically as a design factor in the proposed policy. 

 
C10-19 The County does not agree with this comment.  The CSP and the proposed 

Community Plan policies are not in conflict with Policy LU-6.2 in the General Plan 
Update Land Use Element.  Policy LU-6.2 relates to assignment of land use 
designations and associated maximum density allowances.  The CSP and the 
Community Plan policies do not affect the designations or associated densities. 

 
 Densities in Potrero were assigned based upon general development constraints.  

However, these densities were also assigned with the CSP and decoupling of 
minimum lot sizes included as a part of the process, which further assisted in 
garnering support for the reductions in density.  With the application of the Rural 
Lands densities in this community, the concerns regarding extensive development 
pressures or influx of population are unsubstantiated. 

  
C10-20 The CSP and the proposed Community Plan policies do not eliminate the Resource 

Protection Ordinance (RPO).  As shown in the proposed CSP, the RPO would be 
amended to allow greater steep-slope encroachments for conservation subdivisions 
that would otherwise affect significant environmental resources.  

 
C10-21 The County concurs that if not properly planned, consolidated development could 

result in potential groundwater impacts.  To address this issue, the County will be 
revising the County Groundwater Ordinance to provide regulations for conservation 
subdivisions to ensure adequate spacing occurs between wells.  Examples could 
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include utilization of open space for drilling wells or developing lots that meet the 
minimum lot sizes specified in Section 67.722.A of the County Groundwater 
Ordinance. 

  
C10-22 The County does not agree that there is a direct correlation between conservation 

subdivisions and the impacts described in this comment.  Groundwater dependent 
subdivision projects must undergo careful evaluation to minimize potentially 
significant impacts.  While there is no guarantee that impacts will be completely 
avoided, the same can be said for traditional subdivisions or other projects such as 
agricultural permits.  Significant impacts to dark skies from conservation subdivisions 
are not anticipated since each of these projects will have to address light and glare 
impacts pursuant to CEQA. 

  
C10-23 The County does not agree with this comment.  The CSP was developed over many 

years with stakeholder input and, as written, will work in concert with the General 
Plan Update Land Use Map and policies to achieve the objectives of the project.  
This implementation measure will allow the County to accommodate the projected 
growth while still retaining community character and significant resources.  Also refer 
to responses to comments C10-10, C10-12, and C10-15 through C10-22 above. 
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C11-1 The County acknowledges that planning terminology may be confusing; however, 
this title was developed to be the best available alternative.  The suggestions from 
Potrero will further confuse the diverse types of Community Groups that represent 
“Subregional Group Areas.” 

  
C11-2 These comments pertain to the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan. During the 

community plan update process, the existing Mountain Empire Subregional Plan was 
revised to be made consistent with the draft General Plan, and revised to reduce 
duplication of policies or ideas.  Any General Plan-level issue directly impacting 
Potrero should have been addressed in the Potrero portion of the Mountain Empire 
Subregional Plan. 

 
 The County acknowledges the comment, but does not agree that the entire revision 

should be made.  It is not the County’s goal to "restrict growth."  Rather, the goal is to 
allow for appropriate growth and balance this with community character and 
environmental considerations.  The cited goal was revised to read as, "A Land Use 
pattern that recognizes the natural constraints of the environment while balancing 
population growth." 

 
C11-3 The County has addressed the natural resources in the Mountain Empire Subregion 

through land use mapping with the assignment of low densities.  The County does 
not agree additional text is necessary for inclusion in the Subregional Plan nor does 
the County agree that there is an inconsistency with Guiding Principle #5, “Ensure 
that development accounts for the physical constraints and the natural hazards of the 
land.” The paragraph from the Subregional Plan text referenced by the comment 
includes population forecasts from SANDAG, which are based upon the draft 
General Plan Update land uses.  Therefore, the County disagrees that it is necessary 
to remove them. 

 
C11-4 The County disagrees that the Limited and Medium Impact Industrial designations 

should be reduced due to proximity to residential and commercial designations. The 
Tecate land use map considers various land use scenarios, and specific traffic 
analysis has been undertaken to study the impacts of those scenarios.  Included in 
the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan is a description of the Tecate Special Study 
area, which when combined with the land use mapping should alleviate the 
commenter’s concerns about traffic impacts from the Tecate commercial and 
industrial uses. 

 
C11-5 The County removed the referenced policy because it was an impediment to 

renewable energy, which must be addressed to meet climate change standards set 
through California legislation (including CEQA).  Additionally, specific policies are 
included in other communities' portions of the Subregional Plan, such as Boulevard.  
Remaining communities, Tecate and Jacumba, have not commented on the policy 
removal.  Campo / Lake Morena should have the opportunity to address the issue in 
future plan updates.  If the Potrero Community Planning Group would like additional 
policies, requests can be submitted as specific changes to the Potrero section of the 
Mountain Empire Subregional Plan. 
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C11-6 The comment refers to a draft policy within the proposed Mountain Empire 
Subregional Plan.  It is not clear from the comment why the policy should refer only 
to existing sewer districts.  Without additional explanation or reasoning, the County 
does not agree to the recommended revision.   

 
C11-7 The comment refers to the Conservation Section within the proposed Mountain 

Empire Subregional Plan.  The County does not agree with the comment.  It should 
be noted that there are restrictions on additional sewer service proposed within the 
General Plan Update document.   

 
C11-8 The County acknowledges the comment, but does not agree that the recommended 

policy is necessary or appropriate.  Policy LU-8.2 in the draft Land Use Element, 
combined with the existing Groundwater Ordinance, is the appropriate mechanism to 
require a groundwater study. The proposed policy in this comment is too restrictive 
and vague to be effectively implemented.  

 
C11-9 The County agrees with this comment.  The outdated sentence was removed from 

the draft Mountain Empire Subregional Plan.  The Special study area text will include 
reference to a groundwater study to ensure that uses will be appropriately sized so 
as to not result in adverse impacts to groundwater resources.  Additionally, County 
modeling shows only 102 future units in Tecate. 

  
C11-10 The comment refers to the discussion of Resource Conservation Areas (RCA) in the 

Mountain Empire Subregional Plan.  The County does not agree with the 
recommended text regarding agricultural preserves.  Such preserves are subject to 
other specific considerations primarily based on land use.  The County can explore 
establishing an RCA for Potrero Creek and will coordinate with the Potrero 
Community Planning group to include this area. 

 
 It should be noted that RCAs do not directly correlate to the General Plan Update 

Land Use Maps.  Rather, they are a local planning tool that generally establishes 
locations and types of resources that a community group would like to acknowledge 
and protect. 

 
C11-11 The County acknowledges the comment, but does not agree that the draft General 

Plan Update land use plan has been driven or controlled by SANDAG forecasts.  The 
Draft General Plan Update Land Use Map is the result of a consensus-driven public 
process that was based on nine land use mapping objectives.  The adoption of the 
proposed project or any of the map alternatives presented in the DEIR would result 
in a substantial reduction of density in the backcountry areas of the unincorporated 
County when compared to the existing General Plan.  The County also 
acknowledges the Potrero Community Planning Group's endorsement of the 
Environmentally Superior Map. 

 
C11-12 The County appreciates the comment, but does not concur that it is necessary to 

change the language under Guiding Principle #1.  It is important to retain flexibility for 
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growth in and adjacent to villages so that if sufficient growth is accommodated in 
those areas, the rural areas will be retained. 

 
C11-13 The County does not concur that "and planned" should be deleted from the 

description under Guiding Principle #2.  Prohibiting growth to occur where 
infrastructure does not currently exist would preclude development in many areas in 
the County and would not sufficiently accommodate future growth needs.  The 
comment letter also includes a note (after comment C11-15) stating that the County's 
changes to these Guiding Principle descriptions would allow development in 
unlimited locations as driven by the market.  The County does not agree that 
including the term "planned" will contribute to sprawl development patterns since the 
primary objective for the Guiding Principle is to provide for compact patterns of 
development. 

  
C11-14 This comment also requests that the term "and planned" be removed from the 

description of Guiding Principle #2.  This description proposes compact development 
within "planned" communities.  To eliminate this term would be antithetical to the 
General Plan Update itself, which proposes to accommodate future growth in 
"planned" areas on the Land Use Map.  Also refer to response to comment C11-13 
above. 

  
C11-15 This comment reiterates the request in comments C11-13 and C11-14 above for the 

description under Guiding Principle #9.  The County does not agree with this 
comment since the General Plan Update is proposing development near existing and 
planned infrastructure and services.  Also refer to response to comments C11-13 
through C11-14 above.  

 
C11-16 The County acknowledges the comment regarding Policy LU-1.6, but does not 

concur that a "County-initiated comprehensive General Plan update" is necessary or 
that "and planned" should be removed from the policy because this would not 
provide sufficient flexibility.   

 
C11-17 State Route 94 is already on Scenic Highway Table COS-1 as item #41.   
 
C11-18 The County does not agree that it is necessary to add SR-94 (Melody Road to SR-

188) to draft Mobility Element Table M-4, "Road Segments Where Adding Travel 
Lanes is Not Justified" or that the classification of SR-94 should be changed.  
Depending on which land use map is ultimately adopted, the 2.1D Community 
Collector with Improvement Options classification could be an appropriate 
classification for the forecast traffic volumes, resulting in the road that would operate 
at level of service (LOS) D or better.  Therefore, it would not be appropriate to accept 
a LOS lower than LOS D when the road is forecast to operate at LOS D or higher.  
This comment reflecting the community’s desire to avoid constructing improvements 
for SR-94 will be included in the Final EIR and available to the Board of Supervisors 
when determining which land use map and road network to ultimately adopt.   
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The County further contends that the 2.1D road classification is appropriate because 
it would reserve sufficient right-of-way to accommodate future improvements on the 
road, if deemed necessary, without committing to construct the improvements at this 
time.   

 
C11-19 This comment appears to imply that because State Route 188 is designated as a 

scenic highway in the General Plan Update draft Conservation and Open Space 
Element, that it cannot also be classified as a four-lane road in the draft Mobility 
Element.  The County does not agree that a scenic highway classification precludes 
a road from being classified as four lanes.  If certain design principles and objectives 
are followed, a four-lane road can be constructed without destroying its scenic 
integrity. 

 
C11-20 The comment recommends reinstatement of some definitions and addition of new 

definitions for certain words within the Glossary (Chapter 10 of the General Plan 
Update).  A definition for "agricultural preserves" has been added as recommended:   

 
 "Agriculture Preserve – An agricultural preserve defines the boundary of an area 

within which the County has entered into a contract with the property owner, through 
a resolution of the Board of Supervisors. Only land located within an agricultural 
preserve is eligible for a Williamson Act contract. Preserves are regulated by rules 
and restrictions designated in the resolution to ensure that the land within the 
preserve is maintained for agricultural or open space use."    

 
 The "leapfrog development" expression is defined in Policy LU-1.4; therefore, it is not 

included in the glossary. The other terms requested are not included in the glossary 
because they are either common terms (agriculture, airport, etc.) which are explained 
within the context sections of the General Plan Update, or they are not directly 
related to the General Plan.    

 
C11-21 The County agrees with the comment and has added the following sentence at the 

end of the "Community Plans" section of the Land Use Element: 
 
 "As required by State law, the Community Plan must be internally consistent with the 

General Plan." 
 
C11-22 Water credits from the water credits program could potentially be applied towards 

County discretionary projects in Borrego Valley or for Borrego Water District related 
projects. 

 
C11-23 Implementation Plan measures 3.1.3.D and 3.2.1.D have been deleted from the draft 

Implementation Plan in the time since it was circulated for public review.  As such, no 
further response to this comment is provided. 

 
C11-24 The County does not concur that the approach to agricultural preserves or the 

Conservation Subdivision Program should be deleted.   More detailed responses to 
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these comments as raised in the Potrero Planning Group's August 13, 2009 letter 
are provided in responses to Comments C10-4, and C10-9 through C10-23 above. 

  
C11-25 The County acknowledges the comments concerning improvements to SR-94 

encouraging development in the backcountry.  The General Plan Update proposed 
land use map has assigned relatively low densities along the SR-94 to retain the 
rural character of the backcountry.  

 
C11-26 The County does not agree that SR-94 east of Melody Road is proposed as a 

freeway.  The proposed General Plan Update Mobility Element network classifies 
this segment of SR-92 as a two-lane road.  
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C12-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
C12-2 The County does not agree that the use of mandatory language, such as "shall" will 

not allow individual "communities to support the type of development they want in 
their respective communities.”  Many of these policies have qualifying language, 
such as "when feasible" or "to the maximum extent practicable" that would enable 
sensible development to still occur.  The County has avoided the use of "should" 
because it desires a General Plan that is clear on its intent and avoids debate during 
application. This approach has also been supported by a number of stakeholders 
and other commenters on the General Plan Update who have indicated that they 
desire clear and firm commitments to certain policies and actions.  

 
C12-3 This comment pertains to draft General Plan Policy LU-14.4, Sewer Facilities, and 

does not address the adequacy of the EIR.  The draft policy has been revised as 
follows: 
 
LU-14.4 Sewer Facilities. Prohibit sewer facilities that would induce unplanned 

growth. Require sewer systems to be planned, developed, and sized to 
serve the land use pattern and densities depicted on the Land Use Map. 
Sewer systems and services shall not be extended beyond either Village 
boundaries (or extant Urban Limit Lines), whichever is more restrictive, 
except: 

 
 wWhen necessary for public health, safety, or welfare. 
 When within existing sewer district boundaries; or 
 Where specifically allowed in the Community Plan. 

 

With this revision, the County believes the concerns raised in the comment would no 
longer be an issue. 

 
C12-4 The County acknowledges the Ramona Community Planning Group's concern 

regarding the need for alternative septic systems, but does not agree that the 
specific language requested is appropriate in the General Plan.  The State is still 
developing new regulations for the use of alternative septic systems.  Any specific 
language concerning alternative septic systems is more appropriately addressed in 
the County’s Onsite Wastewater System Ordinance.    

 
C12-5 The County does not agree that requiring development to avoid sensitive resources 

would constitute a taking. Also, the County does not concur that the developer 
should be able to choose which areas are to remain out of permanent open space 
without any restrictions.  The property owner would have some level of discretion for 
which areas are to be placed in open space, but would need to consider two primary 
objectives of the Conservation Subdivision Program (1) facilitating the provision of 
open space linkages and (2) preserving sensitive resources.  

 
C12-6 The County does not agree that it is appropriate to include an analysis of economic 

impacts in the DEIR.  Social and economic effects need not be considered in an EIR. 
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See CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e). While the County agrees that physical 
changes caused by social or economic changes stemming from the project would 
need to be analyzed, no such physical effects have been identified. Unless it is 
related to an impact on the physical environment, a social or economic impact is not 
a significant effect.  Courts have clarified the Citizens Association for Sensible 
Development of Bishop Area v County of Inyo (4th Dist. 1985), 172 Cal. App.3d 151, 
to explain that the Bishop ruling did not hold that, as a matter of law, physical change 
must be presumed for the establishment of a retail business.  Friends of Davis v City 
of Davis (3d Dist. 2000), 83 Cal. App. 4th 1004.  Without some evidence of physical 
change, CEQA does not require analysis of economic impacts from a proposed 
project.  See also responses to comments I2-1 through I2-4.    

  
C12-7 This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR. The inclusion of an equity 

mechanism such as a Purchase or Transfer of Development Rights (PDR or TDR) 
Program was discussed in great detail early in the General Plan Update process.  At 
the Board's direction, County staff worked with the Interest Group to develop a 
recommendation for an equity mechanism program.  The resulting recommendation, 
which was presented to the Board in 2004, was that the County should not support a 
comprehensive PDR or TDR program but instead should focus on an equity 
mechanism program specific to agricultural operations.    

 
C12-8 It is not clear what "prime directive of the State" is being referred to, nor is it clear 

exactly what the commenter is recommending. The comment lacks sufficient detail to 
which a more thorough response can be provided. 

 
C12-9 The County of San Diego coordinates very closely with SANDAG on existing 

population estimates, as well as future population forecasts.  The County relies 
heavily on SANDAG for existing population numbers. The forecasted numbers from 
both SANDAG and the County’s population forecast model are within a reasonable 
range of estimated future dwelling units. 
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C13-1 The County appreciates this comment and has added the text below to Policy M-2.1. 
 
 "When development is proposed on roads where a failing level of service has been 

accepted, require feasible mitigation in the form of road improvements or a fair share 
contribution to a road improvement program, consistent with the Mobility Element 
road network." 

  
C13-2 While the County disagrees with the comment that Tra-1.6 Parking Requirements will 

produce insufficient safe parking in all communities, the County agrees that measure 
is not mitigating adverse impacts in accordance with CEQA.  Therefore, Tra-1.6 has 
been removed as a mitigation measure from the DEIR. 

 
C13-3 The County does not concur that the Mineral Resources mitigation measures (Min-

1.1, Min-1.2, and Min-1.3) are not mitigations.  These mitigation measures for 
mineral resources are required in order to minimize loss of availability of known 
mineral resources.  The potential environmental impacts noted in the comment are 
addressed in other sections, such as Biological Resources and Aesthetics.  It should 
be noted that mining operations have to undergo separate environmental review 
pursuant to CEQA. 

 
C13-4 The County does not agree with this comment.  The County does not consider areas 

designated MRZ-3, such as the Sweetwater River floodplain, to have the potential to 
contain mineral resources.  For clarification, the following has been added to the third 
bullet point in Min-1.2: 

 
 “Revise the Zoning Ordinance and Grading Ordinance to authorize surface mining 

operations with a Surface Mining Permit rather than a MUP.  Incorporate findings of 
approval that reflect Mineral Compatibility Designator, SMARA Sections 2762 and 
2763, and the inherent nature of surface mining operations.  Parcels with a high 
potential for mineral resources could include those areas designated as MRZ-2 or 
other areas identified as containing mineral resources that are located where a 
sufficient buffer is available so that extraction activities are feasible." 

 
C13-5 The County acknowledges this comment and has revised mitigation measure 

Min-1.2 to emphasize that the intent is not to preclude the use of mineral resources, 
rather than to imply that the use is being encouraged.  The revision to the first bullet 
point is as follows: 

 
"Update the Zoning Ordinance with the addition of a Mining Compatibility Designator 
or Overlay that identifies parcels with a high potential for mineral resources.  The 
purpose is to ensure that new development projects to take into account the potential 
mineral resources and that the potential mining use would not be precludedplace 
land use restrictions on areas in the vicinity of extractive uses to ensure incompatible 
uses do not impede mining operations. In addition, specify that notification of 
potential mining use is provided to all parcels within a 1,500 foot radius of parcels 
with a Mining Compatibility Designator/Overlay." 
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C13-6 The County acknowledges that the mining of mineral resources needs to address 
environmental and community impacts; however, these impacts are more 
appropriately addressed in other subject area sections of the EIR, such as 
Aesthetics, Air Quality, Biological Resources, etc.  The primary purpose of the 
Mineral Resources section is to manage the availability of mineral resources; 
therefore, the mitigation measures associated with this section should be focused in 
this area. 

  
C13-7 The County acknowledges that representatives of the mining industry provided input 

in the preparation of the Mineral Resources section of the draft Conservation and 
Open Space Element.  This is primarily because the intent of the mineral resources 
section is to “manage the remaining mineral resources while striving to ensure 
adequate resources,” which is also a primary objective of the mining industry. 
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C14-1 The comment (Attachment 1) identifies the EIR review guidance used by the Valley 
Center Community Planning Group (VCCPG).  This comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 

 
C14-2 These introductory comments regarding impacts associated with the Referral Map 

(the proposed project in the DEIR) are more fully developed later in this comment 
letter and therefore more detailed responses are presented later for each topic. 

 
C14-3 The County appreciates the comment and recognizes that a significant level of 

development is likely to occur in the future.  As a result, the impacts evaluated by the 
DEIR are based on full build-out of each land use map alternative. 

 
C14-4 The County appreciates the level of effort that went into review of the land use map 

by the commenter.  As part of the VCCPG comment letter, these land use 
recommendations for inside the villages will be included in the Final EIR and 
available to the Board of Supervisors who will ultimately determine which land use 
map is adopted. 

  
C14-5 The County acknowledges these additional recommendations, which have also been 

documented in the VCCPG-preferred land use map.  See response to comment 
C14-4 above. 

  
C14-6 These land use recommendations for outside the villages have been documented in 

the VCCPG-preferred land use map.  See response to comment C14-4 above. 
  
C14-7 The County appreciates the comment and will revise the land use map for parcel 

APN 185-250-16-00 to reflect a land use designation of Open Space Conservation 
rather than Public/Semi-Public.  Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors will decide 
which land use map to adopt. 

  
C14-8 The County appreciates the additional rationale that the VCCPG has provided in 

support of the VCCPG-preferred land use alternative.  The County agrees that the 
VCCPG-recommended land use map is less intensive than the Referral Map and 
could result in fewer impacts.  This information will be included in the Final EIR and 
available to the Board of Supervisors who will ultimately determine which land use 
map is adopted. 

 
C14-9 The County acknowledges the differences between the Valley Center Community 

Planning Group-preferred land use alternative as compared to the proposed project, 
the Referral Map (see also response to comment C14-8 above). 

  
C14-10 The County appreciates the analysis conducted by the VCCPG when identifying the 

General Plan Update goals, policies, and DEIR mitigation measures that VCCPG-
preferred land use alternative would support.  The County further acknowledges that 
the VCCPG-preferred alternative would have less intensive land uses when 
compared to the Referral Map.  Also refer to response to comment C14-8 above. 

  



Response to Comments 

 

Responses to Letter C 14, Valley Center Community Planning Group (cont.) 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page C14-31 
October 2010 

C14-11 The County acknowledges the VCCPG preference to classify Valley Center Road as 
a Boulevard from Woods Valley Road north to Cole Grade Road.  Under the DEIR, 
Valley Center Road was classified as a Boulevard throughout this segment, with the 
exception of the segment from Lilac Road to Miller Road, which was classified as a 
4.1A Major Road.  The VCCPG preference will be included with the Final EIR and 
available to the Board of Supervisors who will ultimately determine which road 
network to adopt. 

  
C14-12 The County understands the intent of this comment to reiterate the VCCPG's support 

to reduce density on the land use map to limit traffic congestion; however, the 
County does not understand the reference to use SANDAG model numbers in the 
comment.  For clarification, SANDAG was the agency the County contracted with to 
prepare the DEIR traffic forecast model.  This model applied SANDAG numbers, as 
recommended by the comment, such as the land uses from adopted General Plans 
and the road networks from adopted Circulation Elements of incorporated 
jurisdictions and the SANDAG Regional Transportation Plan road network. 

 
C14-13 The County acknowledges the support for increasing connectivity of the road 

network.  Connectivity is addressed by General Plan Update Guiding Principle #6, as 
well as Mobility Element Policies M-1.2, Interconnected Road Network; M-4.2, 
Interconnected Local Roads; M-5.1, Regional Coordination; and M-11.4, Bicycle 
Network Connectivity.  

  
C14-14 The County acknowledges the support for accepting a lower level of service (LOS) 

for roads that are forecast to operate only a small percentage over the LOS D 
threshold in average daily traffic (ADT). 

  
C14-15 The County acknowledges the VCCPG's opposition for gated communities; however, 

gated communities are supported by other community planning and sponsor groups 
in the unincorporated county.  The County recommends that the VCCPG incorporate 
gated community restrictions in the Valley Center Community Plan text. 

 
C14-16 The County acknowledges the VCCPG's support for school bus drop-off and pickup 

areas.  Since the submission of this comment letter, the County of San Diego has 
been awarded a Caltrans Community-Based Transportation Planning Grant to 
prepare Community Right-of-Way Development Standards for roadways within the 
Valley Center CPA.  This is the appropriate vehicle to address school bus drop-off 
and pickup areas. 

  
C14-17 The County appreciates the VCCPG's support for Mobility Element policies M-8.6, 

Park and Ride Facilities, and M-8.8, Shuttles, which solicit cooperation with tribal 
governments in the support of transit and other facilities. 

  
C14-18 The County appreciates the comment and acknowledges the VCCPG support for the 

proposed classification of Mirar de Valle Road as indicated in the General Plan 
Update DEIR Mobility Element road network. 
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C14-19 The County appreciates the comment, but does not agree with changing the 
classification of Couser Canyon Road from a Mobility Element road with a Light 
Collector classification to a local public road.  The DEIR traffic model forecast for 
Couser Canyon Road exceeds the threshold of 4,500 ADT for an acceptable level of 
service for a local public road as established by the County Public Road Standards.  
However, it would be appropriate to change the classification from a Light Collector 
to a Minor Collector.  The lower design speed for the Minor Collector is more 
reflective of the hilly topography of the area traversed by the road.  This information 
will become part of the Final EIR and available to the Board of Supervisors, who will 
ultimately decide which road network to adopt. 

 
C14-20 The County acknowledges the VCCPG preference to change the classification of 

Lilac Road from a Light Collector to a local public road. However, the DEIR traffic 
model forecast for Lilac Road exceeds the threshold of 4,500 ADT for an acceptable 
level of service for a local public road as established by the County Public Road 
Standards for the segment of road from West Lilac Road to Couser Canyon Road.  A 
local public road classification is appropriate for the classification from Couser 
Canyon Road to the Pala-Pauma Subregion boundary.  This information will become 
part of the Final EIR and available to the Board of Supervisors, who will ultimately 
decide which road network to adopt. 

 
C14-21 The County acknowledges the VCCPG preference to include Fruitvale Road (east of 

Villa Sierra Road) on the Mobility Element network as a Light Collector.  Since the 
DEIR forecast for the road is below 4,500 ADT, a local public road classification 
would also be appropriate.  This information will become part of the Final EIR and 
available to the Board of Supervisors, who will ultimately decide which road network 
to adopt. 

  
C14-22 New Road 15 has been classified as a Rural Residential Collector, which is 

consistent with the local public road classification on the draft General Plan Update 
network. 

  
C14-23 See response to comment C14-22 above. 
 
C14-24 The County acknowledges that a Mobility Element road classification is more 

appropriate than a local public road classification for West Oak Glen Road since the 
DEIR traffic model forecasts more than 4,500 ADTs (refer to responses to comments 
C14-19 and C14-20 above).  A 2.2C Light Collector classification is appropriate 
because it would allow for intermittent turn lanes at the High School. This information 
will become part of the Final EIR and available to the Board of Supervisors, who will 
ultimately decide which road network to adopt.  

 
C14-25 This comment introduces specific comments on the DEIR provided as Attachment 4.  

Responses to these specific comments are provided in responses to comments 
C14-29 to C14-56 below. 

 
C14-26 The County confirms its commitment to ensure the General Plan Update is an 

iterative planning process.  The VCCPG recommendations for the land use map will 
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be included in the Final EIR and available to the Board of Supervisors who will 
ultimately determine which land use map is adopted. 

 
C14-27 The comment (Attachment 2) provides the draft General Plan Update Mobility 

Element road network map and matrix.  This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 

 
C14-28 This comment identified draft General Plan goals and policies that the VCCPG 

contends are better met by the VCCPG Land Use Alternative than the General Plan 
Update proposed project (Referral Map).  See response to comment C14-26. 

 
C14-29 The County has authority to ensure that dust control measures are employed during 

and at the completion of the construction process.  Regarding dust generation from 
horse arenas, the County would only have the ability to consider potential impacts 
from dust generation if the horse arena required a use permit. In that situation, if 
significant impacts were identified, feasible mitigation could be imposed. However, 
for existing horse arenas or future horse arenas that are constructed without the 
need for a use permit, the County would not have any ability to impose mitigation 
measures. Therefore, the proposed measure would be infeasible.  Furthermore, the 
commenter has not provided substantial evidence that the General Plan Update 
would result in more horse arenas or that dust from horse arenas would qualify as a 
significant source of air pollution requiring mitigation. 

 
C14-30 The Woods Valley Treatment Plant has been added to the list as recommended. 
 
C14-31 The County does not agree with this comment.  The comment requests that the cited 

measure, which was determined to be infeasible, be added to the list of feasible 
proposed measures in the DEIR with the caveat that it will be encouraged to the 
“maximum extent possible.”  However, the measure is infeasible because such 
transportation networks are not available in the areas where they are needed to 
sufficiently reduce potential impacts.  Furthermore, to adopt a measure that would be 
implemented “to the maximum extent possible” would not qualify as mitigation 
pursuant to CEQA since there is no measurable success criteria associated with it. 

 
C14-32 The recommended change is already incorporated as COS-14.9.  However, to 

require it on every project, which is what would reduce impacts to less than 
significant levels, would be infeasible.   

 
C14-33 Electric-powered vehicles has been added to both mitigation measure Air-2.1 and 

the corresponding draft Implementation Plan Measure 4.3.2.D as recommended.  
 
C14-34 The County appreciates this comment and the effort to promote emission-reducing 

efforts for diesel vehicles.  However, the County does not agree with the 
recommended change.  The language "encourage to the maximum extent possible” 
would not have specific and achievable success criteria.  In addition, the regulation 
of vehicles falls outside the County’s authority.   
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C14-35 After each impact analysis throughout DEIR Chapter 2, there is a summary section 
which states whether or not there will be a significant impact.  The determination as 
to whether or not a significant impact will be mitigated to a level below significance is 
not provided in the impact sections, but is stated in the mitigation sections. For 
Special Status Species, see DEIR Section 2.4.6.1 for the determination that impacts 
would be significant and unavoidable. 

 
C14-36 After each impact analysis throughout the DEIR Chapter 2, there is a summary 

section which states whether or not there will be a significant impact.  The 
determination as to whether or not a significant impact will be mitigated to a level 
below significance is not provided in the impact sections, but is stated in the 
mitigation sections. For Riparian Habitat and Other Sensitive Natural Communities, 
see DEIR Section 2.4.6.2 for the determination that impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

 
C14-37 Please refer to response to comment C14-36 regarding the DEIR format.  For 

Federally Protected Wetlands, see DEIR Section 2.4.6.3 for the determination that 
impacts would be mitigated to a level below significant. 

 
C14-38 Please refer to response to comment C14-36 regarding the DEIR format. For Wildlife 

Movement Corridors and Nursery Sites, see DEIR Section 2.4.6.4 for the 
determination that impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

 
C14-39 The County appreciates and acknowledges this comment.  Policy M-3.3 had 

previously been modified to exclude the language regarding "same practical effect."  
In response to this comment, the DEIR Section 2.7.3.7 under "Proposed General 
Plan Update Goals and Policies" has been updated to be consistent with the revised 
policy as recommended and as follows:   

 
 Policy M-3.3 would require new development to provide multiple access/egress 

routes.  If multiple safe routes are not achievable, require the new development 
projects to incorporate design, construction, and fuel management considerations 
that achieve the same practical affect.  “Same practical effect” means to provide: 1) 
access for emergency wildland fire equipment; 2) safe civilian evacuation; 3) signage 
that avoids delays in emergency equipment responses; 4) available and accessible 
water to effectively attack wildfire or defend a structure from wildfire, and; 5) fuel 
modification sufficient for civilian and firefighter safety.  

 
C14-40 The comment suggests that the infeasible mitigation measures noted in the DEIR for 

wildland fire impacts be implemented as feasible.  Ultimately, the Board of 
Supervisors must adopt the mitigation measures or reject them as infeasible. This 
comment will be submitted to the Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 
However, the County disagrees with the assertion that project objectives are not a 
sound basis for finding a mitigation measure to be infeasible.  Based on California 
Native Plant Society v City of Santa Cruz, 177 Cal. App. 4th 957; Rejection of Alternatives 
Based on Project Objectives decision makers may reject as infeasible a measure or 
alternative that does not satisfy the objectives associated with the project.   See also 

response to comment S1-12.  In addition, the commenter has not provided any factual 
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evidence to support the assertion that “a reasonable amount of growth could be 
accommodated in the lower fire areas.” 

  
C14-41 The County does not agree that selective moratoria is mitigation under CEQA. A 

moratorium represents inaction or not undertaking the proposed project.  While this 
is an avenue that is available to the County, it does not meet the CEQA standard for 
mitigation.  Moreover, it would impede the County's ability to achieve the stated 
objectives of the project.  See also responses to comments G5-73 and G5-92. 

 
C14-42 The following language has been added to DEIR Section 2.14.1.2 under a new 

subheading titled "Recreational Amenities By Other Entities (Non-County)":   
 
 "In addition to the County, there are numerous agencies that provide park and 

recreation facilities that are open to the public.  These may include school districts, 
community service districts, park and recreation districts, as well as non-profit 
agencies.  In many instances, the County provides funding to these agencies for the 
construction of recreation facilities.  In exchange for receiving the funding, the 
agency agrees to operate and maintain the facility as a public recreation amenity.  
Such agreements have facilitated the construction of recreation facilities in locations 
where the County would not otherwise be able to construct facilities due to a lack of 
operation and maintenance funding." 

  
C14-43 The Quimby Act section has been amended to add the following sentence at the end 

of the section: 
 
 "Revenues generated through the Quimby Act cannot be used for the operation and 

maintenance of park facilities."  
 
C14-44 The County agrees with this comment.  The following sentence has been added to 

Section 2.14.2.2 of the DEIR under the subheading "The Landscaping and Lighting 
Act of 1972": 

 
 "In addition to local government agencies (i.e., counties and cities), park and 

recreation facilities may be provided by other public agencies, such as community 
service districts, park and recreation districts, water districts, etc.  If so empowered, 
such an agency may acquire, develop, and operate recreation facilities for the 
general public."  

 
C14-45 The County does not agree that a detailed discussion of financial assumptions 

related to PLDO funds, grants and bonds is appropriate as it is beyond the scope of 
the document. The policy is not intended to imply that the stated funding sources 
would be the only potential source of funds for parkland, therefore it is not necessary 
to determine whether those sources would provide adequate funding.  The General 
Plan Update is a long range plan with a vision that sets goals and policies to meet 
that vision.  It is the intent that the PLDO would provide only a portion of the goal for 
land acquisition and parks.  That is, the PLDO does not guarantee that there would 
be a certain acreage of parkland, rather it is one source of funding that would go 
towards the provision of parks.  
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C14-46 The comment is referring to Table S-1, which is a summary of impacts for the 
proposed project only, not a summary of the alternatives.  Therefore, the County 
does not agree that the table should be modified to include information on 
alternatives. 

 
C14-47 The comment pertains to Table S-1 and appears to suggest that corrections be 

made with regard to significance determinations.  However, the County cannot 
determine which issue(s) is/are incorrect.  The County has reviewed all comments 
and updated the DEIR.  In this process, the County found that no changes to the 
significance determinations were warranted.  Therefore, Table S-1 appears to be 
correct.  

 
C14-48 The County agrees that Table S-2 does not provide the significance determinations 

for each alternative.  Although not required, Table S-2 was provided in the DEIR as a 
very simple overview of how each alternative compares to the proposed project.  The 
detailed discussion of each significance determination for each alternative is 
provided in Chapter 4.0 of the DEIR.  It should also be noted that the purpose of the 
DEIR is not to show which alternative is the "best" alternative.  Rather, the 
determination as to which alternative is least impactive while still meeting project 
objectives will be made by the Board of Supervisors at the time of project approval. 

 
C14-49 The County acknowledges the comment, but does not agree that a reasonable range 

of alternatives has not been selected.  As stated in the DEIR, additional residential 
units in villages would not result in a significant reduction in vehicle miles traveled 
since the unincorporated County does not contain major employment centers or 
primary transit infrastructure. Furthermore, additional environmental impacts would 
result from the Village Intensification alternative. See also responses to comments 
G2-70, S1-11, S1-12. 

 
C14-50 To better explain why the Environmentally Superior Map could result in a conflict with 

existing Williamson Act contracts, the following text has been added at the beginning 
of the last paragraph of section 4.4.2.2 of the DEIR: 

 
 "Similar to the proposed project, implementation of the proposed Environmentally 

Superior Map Alternative would remove the agricultural preserve designator from any 
lands not currently under Williamson Act Contract. The removal of the agricultural 
preserve designator would potentially result in a conflict with existing Williamson Act 
Contracts or the provisions of the Williamson Act.  This is because the 
Environmentally Superior Map would remove non-contracted lands from County-
adopted Agricultural Preserves and would also remove the “A” designator from these 
lands.  By removing lands from a preserve at the boundary of a Contract area, new 
incompatible land uses could be developed adjacent to existing agricultural 
resources.  Similar to the proposed project, this would be considered a potentially 
significant land use conflict to Williamson Act Contract lands." 

 
C14-51 To clarify the referenced statement, since the Environmentally Superior Map 

proposes less intensive development when compared to the proposed project,  
lesser impacts to buried cultural resources would occur due to less ground disturbing 
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activities.  However significant impacts would still occur when compared to existing 
conditions. 

 
C14-52 This information is provided in the DEIR Summary, Table S-2.  To provide further 

clarification, the following text has been added to the last sentence of the DEIR 
Section 4.4.2.5 Cultural Resources: 

 
 "...to reduce the impacts to a level of less than significant." 
 
C14-53 This information is provided in the DEIR Summary, Table S-2.  To provide further 

clarification, the following text has been added to the last sentence of the DEIR 
Section 4.4.2.14 Recreation: 

 
 "...to reduce the impacts to a level of less than significant." 
 
C14-54 This information is provided in the DEIR Summary, Table S-2.  To provide further 

clarification, the last sentence of the first  paragraph of DEIR Section 4.4.2.15 has 
been revised by amending the text with the addition of "the application of mitigation 
measures would reduce" prior to "impacts" and deleting "would be reduced" after the 
word "impacts". 

 
C14-55 This comment pertains to the discussion of the Environmentally Superior Map 

Alternative in DEIR Section 4.4.2.16.  Additional detail describing why impacts to 
landfill capacity and water supply would be significant and unavoidable compared to 
existing conditions is provided in DEIR Sections 2.16.3.4, 2.16.3.6, and 4.2.2.16.  
The brief analysis provided in DEIR Section 4.4.2.16 draws upon that detail to 
formulate a conclusion for the Environmentally Superior Map.  The County does not 
agree that impacts would be less than significant for these three subject areas.  The 
County as lead agency has established a methodology and prepared guidelines for 
making determinations of significance.  Within that framework, the County gathered 
data and substantial evidence as described in the previous sections related to 
Utilities and Service Systems and reached a conclusion.  In contrast, the commenter 
has provided no evidence to support a different determination. 

 
C14-56 The determination of whether or not an alternative satisfies a project objective is at 

the discretion of the local agency and, for this project, will ultimately be determined 
by the Board of Supervisors.  This comment will be included in the Final EIR 
submitted to the Board of Supervisors for its consideration. 
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